How does crowdfunding work? Understanding the process through its activity by Stiver, Alexandra
Open Research Online
The Open University’s repository of research publications
and other research outputs
How does crowdfunding work? Understanding the
process through its activity
Thesis
How to cite:
Stiver, Alexandra (2016). How does crowdfunding work? Understanding the process through its activity. PhD
thesis The Open University.
For guidance on citations see FAQs.
c© 2016 The Author
Version: Version of Record
Copyright and Moral Rights for the articles on this site are retained by the individual authors and/or other copyright
owners. For more information on Open Research Online’s data policy on reuse of materials please consult the policies
page.
oro.open.ac.uk
How does crowdfunding work?
Understanding the process through
its activity
Alexandra StiverCentre for Research in ComputingThe Open UniversityA thesis submitted for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy in ComputingDate of submission: April 2016

iii
AbstractCrowdfunding is a process featuring incremental financial donations from a ‘crowd’ ofbackers to help fund a project initiated by a creator. In recent years, crowdfunding hasgenerated significant revenue as well as great interest from industry, government, andcreative entrepreneurs. However, rate of successful funding for crowdfunding projectsremains around 35% for global crowdfunding leader Kickstarter1, and lower yet forother platforms.
The identified gap between crowdfunding growth and crowdfunding success ratesprompts the overarching question driving this thesis: how does crowdfundingwork?This question is explored and answered through the lens of activity, as activity is largelyobservable, is featured in every project, and has some degree of control for creators.Activitywas uncovered using semi-structured interviews, online observation, and dailymonitoring of four crowdfunding projects from pre- to post-funding.
By cataloguing the specifics of crowdfunding activity, this thesis reveals the breadth ofactivity common to crowdfunding projects: financial, non-financial, online, and offline.Further, in mapping activity along a timeline, five distinct periods of crowdfundingactivity are identified, eachwith specific aims. Additionally, the relationships guidingactivity are assessed through discussion of communitywithin crowdfunding,accentuating both emotional and behavioural investment in a project.
The resulting insights are summarised into two categories of contributions. The first isthe consolidation of elements of importance to crowdfunding. Bymaking implicitfeatures of crowdfunding explicit, this adds precision to an understanding of thecrowdfunding process. The second is the identification of underlying principles andessential steps to crowdfunding, which can be used by project creators to maximisesuccess. This thesis provides a broader understanding of crowdfunding, emphasising theextent to which successful projects engage stakeholder communities with financial andnon-financial activity and outcomes over time, as well as across various sites.
1 (http://www.kickstarter.com/help/stats).
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1Chapter 1: Socio-economic context and
crowdfunding research focus
1.1 IntroductionCrowdfunding has helped fund a great diversity of projects:
The production of a documentary on amisunderstoodmedical condition receivedfunding from an international group of backers composed of those with the conditionand their allies2.
Two brothers with a newmodel formanufacturing socks presented their ideas online,offering discounted products to thosemaking a financial contribution3.
A PhD student solicited funding to hire an assistant while conducting fieldwork abroad,sending postcards and circulating updates to all who donated4.
A local community group, in partnership with local government, funded the greening of adisused urban square and, through the process, brought in support from neighbours andlocal businesses5.
These are all examples of successful projects included in this thesis6.
Crowdfunding is an online process throughwhich a project creator funds a projectthrough incremental donations from a ‘crowd’ of backers. This process is often achievedbymeans of an online crowdfunding platform, and supplemented by social media and
2 Canary inaCoalMine(https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/959776320/canary-in-a-coal-mine).3 XOAB socks (https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/ricklevine/xoab-socks-done-right).4 Seahorses (https://experiment.com/projects/searching-for-seahorses-sustainability).5 StevensonSquareprojects(https://www.spacehive.com/stevensonsquaregreenmakeover).6 Further details of all projects included in this thesis are available in Appendix 1 and 2.
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other non-financial activity. Offline elements, such as promotional events, are alsofrequently present.
The type of crowdfunding explored through this research is reward-basedcrowdfunding, characterised by awarding a symbolic ‘reward’ to backers in return fortheir contribution. ‘Donation-based’ and ‘reward-based’ crowdfundingwere oncedistinct terms; they are now positioned as hybrid terms by the UK CrowdfundingAssociation (2015). For simplicity, reward-based crowdfunding is used exclusively inthis thesis.
Examples of reward-based crowdfunding platforms are Indiegogo and Kickstarter,established in 2008 and 2009 respectively. Since their establishment, growth of the fieldhas been fast-paced in terms of revenue generated, types of projects, number ofplatforms, and geographic reach (Massolution, 2015). Despite this rapid growth, rate ofsuccessful funding for projects remains around 35% on Kickstarter7, and lower yet onother platforms, suggesting room for improvement in project execution. In response, thisthesis uses the lens of crowdfunding activity to investigate:
…what makes crowdfundingwork?
This question is answered using qualitative approaches that:1. Catalogue the range of activity across crowdfunding;2. Outline how these activities interact across time and crowdfunding stakeholders,and;3. Assess implications for project success, focusing on suggestions for project creatorsin particular.
In answering this question, this thesis argues for a broader understanding ofcrowdfunding, beyond ameans to secure funding. Further, by informing creator strategythrough specific project knowledge, this research aims to help close the gap between thegrowth of the crowdfunding field and project success rates.
7 Kickstarterupdates platformstatistics daily: (http://www.kickstarter.com/help/stats).
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1.1.1 The research context
The overarching question of this research, uncovering how crowdfundingworks, isdependent upon understanding interactions between stakeholders and their varioussites of activity, online as well as offline.
The interplay of technology with varied forms of stakeholder engagement helps definecrowdfunding as a “socio-technical system” (Harburg et al., 2015, p.3). Socio-technicalsystems feature a technical component (hardware, software) and a social component(personal, social) (Whitworth & Ahmad, 2014). These interlinkages between the socialand the technical can work to support crowdfunding project creators (Harburg et al.,2015). Indeed, across this research, a consideration of both components is themeansthrough which a comprehensive understanding of crowdfunding activity is achieved.
By foregrounding the ways in which stakeholders engage with technology throughdiverse activities, this research fits within a discussion of social computing, a field thatconsiders how technology can support social interaction (Erickson, 2013). Socialcomputing sits at the intersection of computer science, economics and social sciences(CRCS, 2016). This is consistent with the disciplines influencing existing crowdfundingresearch (Chapter 2). The outcomes of this thesis, merging an understanding ofcrowdfunding activity with specific recommendations for creators tomaximise projectsuccess (Chapter 7), further emphasise a social computing orientation.
1.2 Scope: parameters of research
Although online crowdfunding is a new phenomenon, it draws from both other onlineinfluences, as well as long-existing offlinemodels of funding.
Crowdfunding is recognised as a sub-type of crowdsourcing, whereby action isoutsourced to the skills of an undefined ‘crowd’ (Howe, 2006). Crowdsourcingwas firstpopularised as a term in 2006, used in the context of corporate research anddevelopment problems, finding answers from ‘solvers’ across the general public (Howe,2006). Seven elements common to crowdsourcing have been identified, all of which arereflected in this crowdfunding research:
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1. Clearly defined crowd;2. Task with a clear goal;3. Reward to the crowd;4. Identified crowdsourcer;5. Benefit to the crowdsourcer;6. Open call, and;7. Use of the Internet (Estelles-Arolas &Gonzalez-Ladron-de-Guevara, 2012, p.197).
This research specifically refers to reward-based crowdfunding, which: “allowscrowdfunders to receive a nonfinancial benefit in return to their financial contributions ”(Belleflamme et al., 2013, p.5). Reward-based crowdfunding was the fastest growingsub-type of crowdfunding when thesis research began in 2012, with Indiegogo andKickstarter as the largest global sites, and Crowdfunder the leader in the UK. ‘Reward’can appear in many different forms: physical or intangible (e.g., T-shirt versus publiconline recognition), individual or collective (e.g., personal digital download of acompleted film versus shared enjoyment in a completed community swimming pool),one-time or incrementally distributed (e.g., receipt of a physical prototype versusstaggered updates on the evolution of a longer-term project).
The projects and platforms included in this research are diverse, reflecting the varietythat exists across the crowdfunding industry. This research has focused on activitycommon across crowdfunding, and the range of influences on this activity; lessconsidered are platform-specific features, or characteristics limited to one type ofcrowdfunding project.
Crowdfunding is further defined by the parameters described in the following sections:crowdfunding platform (1.2.1), fixed details (1.2.2), project and not cause (1.2.3),exchange (1.2.4) and public access (1.2.5).
1.2.1 Crowdfunding platform
A crowdfunding platform is a designatedwebsite that hosts crowdfunding projects andfacilitates the collection of funds. Platforms as project intermediaries are considered adistinguishing feature of contemporary crowdfunding (Belleflamme et al., 2014). This
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thesis includes examples from ‘general’ platforms, those that accommodatemanydifferent types of projects (e.g., Indiegogo, Kickstarter), and ‘specialised’ platforms, thosethat only host reward-based projects of a certain type, or from a shared geographic area(e.g., Spacehive, Thundafund).
Platforms included within this research employ one of two fundingmodels: ‘all ornothing’ (creator must meet full amount of stated goal to collect any funds) or ‘keep whatyoumake’ (creator collects any funds accumulated during the live funding period).
Three semi-structured interviewswere conducted with creators who executed projectswithout use of a crowdfunding platform. These projects are included as comparativeexamples to set against those benefitting from the structure, support and pre-existingaudiences of crowdfunding platforms.
1.2.2 Fixed details: time, funds
Most crowdfunding projects have fixed timelines for the ‘live’ funding period. Typically,projects fund for 30 to 60 days, with industry research indicating that projects fundingfor lengthier periods are extremely demanding for the creator, lack a sense of urgencyfor backers, and ultimately, do not fund as successfully (Strickler, 2011). This thesisfurther identifies that projects with set time periods for live funding also engage with awide range of social media and strategies for publicising projects and engagingaudiences.
Funding goals are amounts set at the outset of the project by the creator. All projectsincluded in this research publicly disclosed their funding goals at the time of projectlaunch.
1.2.3 Project, not cause
Crowdfunding projects considered for inclusionwithin this research focus on specificinitiatives and projects, not funding for general causes. For example, the Canary in a CoalMine project solicits funding for the development of a film project on themedicalcondition ME/CFS, rather than donations in support ofME/CFS generally.
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This thesis explores crowdfunding activity involved in coordinating participationtowards a specific project, including the pre-funding, live funding and the post-fundingperiods. Although this distinction is increasingly blurred, project versus cause-basedwork is a differentiating feature between crowdfunding and traditional fundraising.
1.2.4 Exchange and expectation of return
Reward-based crowdfunding projects are exclusively considered within this research.Unlike investmentmodels of crowdfunding, reward-based crowdfunding precludesbackers from investing or becoming equity stakeholders through the process. Instead,backers receive symbolic rewards in recognition of their contribution. As describedabove, these can be physical (e.g., products), experiential (e.g., invitations to events) orsymbolic (e.g., implications of ‘sharing’ the final product). The feature of exchangesuggests different points of interaction and different levels of engagement forgedbetween creator and backers, whichwill be further discussed within the context ofcrowdfunding communitywithin the thesis.
1.2.5 Public access
This research assesses examples of crowdfunding where participation – both financial(e.g., funding) and non-financial (e.g., feedback) – is open to all members of the public.The range of participants – ‘stakeholders’ – varies, from friends and family, to a specificgroup, to a physically located community or to online consumers, among others.
This access to, and engagement with, a dispersed public is another defining feature ofcrowdfunding. Project information is publicly posted and, generally, remains onlinebeyond the funding period regardless of whether the project was successfully funded.
Public access differentiates reward-based crowdfunding from othermodels ofcrowdfunding, such as equity crowdfunding, where platform access and projectinformation is password protected or contingent uponmembership (e.g., CrowdCube).
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1.3 Motivations
Due to the emergent nature of the field, there remain gaps in knowledge across theacademic research on crowdfunding, as well as underexplored themes that could provideguidance to crowdfunding practitioners (Macht &Weatherston, 2014). Adding precisionto an understanding of crowdfunding is especially timely given the accelerated growth ofthe field.
The funds generated through crowdfunding provide an indicator of the progressivegrowth, and current strength, of the crowdfunding market; crowdfunding is projected togenerate $34.4 billion globally in 2015, up from 2013’s reported $6.1 billion(Massolution, 2015). Despite this growth, individual project success rates can beimproved; Kickstarter platform statistics8 suggest that success rates have stalled, andtwo backers interviewed expressed the opinion that projects can no longer fund basedon crowdfunding novelty alone. Uncovering how crowdfundingworks through thisthesis addresses this problem.
1.4 Context: crowdfunding in practice
To understand the crowdfunding landscape during the research period (2012 – 2015),this section briefly references themes of relevance to crowdfunding’s development inorder to summarise the contemporary context of crowdfunding in practice.
1.4.1 Background of crowdfunding
Crowdfunding is not a new concept. At its most basic, crowdfunding is the process ofcollecting donations over a set period from a public crowd (‘backers’) to help realise aproject initiated by one ormore creators. When understanding crowdfunding asincremental donations from a public, this definition fits examples such as the patronagemodel supportingMozart’s compositions and concerts in the 18th century, as well as thefinancing of the Statue of Liberty in New York in the 19th century (Kuppuswamy & Bayus,2014).
8 Over the course of research, success rates have never exceeded 40%onKickstarter(http://www.kickstarter.com/help/stats), and are lower yet for other platforms.
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What characterises the contemporary iteration of crowdfunding is an online componentand access to a general, widely dispersed public. This is highlighted in the followingchapters through discussion of sites of crowdfunding importance (e.g., designated onlineplatforms), crowdfunding activity (e.g., social media), and project stakeholders (e.g.,engagement of both online and offline public).
The first documented use of the term ‘crowdfunding’ was in 2006 byMichael Sullivan onthe now-defunct Fundavlog (WordSpy, 2008), and the idea was executed andpopularised by reward-based crowdfunding platforms Indiegogo (established in 2008)and Kickstarter (established in 2009)9.
The following outlines the current popularisation of crowdfunding, starting at theintersection of several factors: economic developments (1.4.2), technologicaldevelopments (1.4.3) and crowd activity and collaboration (1.4.4).
1.4.2 Economicdevelopments
Providing an alternative to traditional channels of funding, crowdfunding’s popularity inthe late 2000s can be partially attributed to the Great Recession, the global economicdownturn from 2007 through 2009 (The National Bureau of Economic Research, 2010).The effects of this global economic crisis include constrained government budgets (Gray,2013) and restricted access to channels such as bank loans and venture capital (Gerberet al., 2012). Crowdfunding provided a web-enabled alternative, independent oftraditional offline channels for funding (Kim &Hann, 2013).
Although crowdfunding has been celebrated for its suitability to business andentrepreneurial ventures (Mollick, 2014) wishing to raise capital (Macht &Weatherston,2014), crowdfunding also addresses funding needs for other project categories, inspiringthe emergence of additional sub-types of crowdfunding within reward-basedcrowdfunding such as:
9 Several online initiatives do predate these platforms; for example, ArtistSharewas established in 2000to match artists with fans willing to fund their work.
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x Civic crowdfunding, enabling citizens, in collaboration with government, to fundprojects providing a community service (Stiver et al., 2015a). Civic crowdfunding ispositioned as an alternative tax model (Zuckerman, 2012) in response to governmentbudget cuts (Hollow, 2013).
x Crowdfunding for science, providing academics and researchers an opportunity toclose the research funding gap created by budget cuts (Hui & Gerber, 2015) and thelow rates of funding from traditional sources such as grants from the NationalScience Foundation (Wheat et al., 2013).
x Crowdfunding for the arts, securing funding from the crowd in response to publicfunding cuts and increased competition for sponsorships (Boeuf et al., 2014).
Crowdfunding developed at a timewhen other economic channels were constricted.Crowdfunding’s ability to address specific needs across several sectors is valuable forcontextualising its popularity, identifying stakeholders, and unpackingmotivations forits use.
1.4.3 Technologicaldevelopments
While the economic climate and limited access to capital helped propel crowdfunding’sgrowth, technological developments also significantly influence crowdfunding’swidespread popularity. The increased global use of the Internet, for example, makescrowdfunding an accessible option to many:
Table 1: Global Internet use (2016)
Date Context # Global Internet
Users1995 Pre-Web 2.0 (Amazon.com and EBayjust beginning) 44,838,9002000 Early days of Web 2.0 413,425,1902008 Year Indiegogo established 1,562,067,5942015 Estimate of present day (14 March2016) 3,327,131,500
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In addition to Internet use, the development of, and individuals’ familiaritywith, onlineservices contributed to an environment well poised to receive crowdfunding.E-commerce sites Amazon and eBay were established in 1994 and 1995, respectively,featuring search functions, question and answer fora, and online reviews not dissimilarto crowdfunding platform features. Further, the founding of online payment processingservices PayPal and Amazon Payments, in 1998 and 2007 respectively, familiarisedInternet users with the function and security of online financial transactions10.
The growing accessibility of the Internet can also influence behaviours, such as sites andtypes of communication. Existing research has begun to explore the influence of theInternet in these respects; for example, crediting online communication tomorewidespread networking, collaboration and dissemination of research in the case ofscientists looking to crowdfund (Hui & Gerber, 2015).
This thesis particularly highlights the influence of associated concepts related totechnological developments, Internet usage and the social development of the Internet:Web 2.0, social media, and user generated content.
Web 2.0’s development is credited to the period between 2000 and 2005. It is defined bycharacteristics such as collaboration and interaction, blurring the line “between thecreation and consumption of content in these environments” (Maness, 2006, p.1) ascontent is being created andmodified, in an on-goingway, by users (Kaplan & Haenlein,2010).
Thanks to the rise ofWeb 2.0 several years prior to the growth of crowdfunding, Internetusers were already familiar with, and responsive to, elements such as sociabilitysupported through online exchange and conversation. These elements are also reflectedin crowdfunding. The concept of Web 2.0 relates to online tools such as social media, butalso to actions, such as collaboration and forging social relationships (Parise & Guinan,2008). It is throughWeb 2.0 that crowdfunding projects came to be supported online
10 Although PayPal and AmazonPayments were popular payment processors at the outset ofcrowdfunding, more recent services are now being favoured such asWePay (established in 2008) andStripe (established in 2010).
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through use of a virtual platform (Macht &Weatherston, 2015, p.193). A driving featureofWeb 2.0 is social relationships, forged as a result of users creating their own content,sharing, and interacting (Parise & Guinan, 2008). Web 2.0 champions elementsimportant to crowdfunding: services over software, participation, and engagement withthe power of collective intelligence (O’Reilly, 2005).
The influence ofWeb 2.0 has been acknowledged in existing crowdfunding research.This pertains to crowdfunding prioritising not only project promotion, but alsointeractions (Agrawal et al., 2011b), as well as its ability to facilitate activity beyondfunding, such as testing and promoting products through stakeholder engagement(Belleflamme et al., 2010).
Particularly relevant to crowdfunding is social media, an illustration of the socialnetworking consistent withWeb 2.0. Social media is defined as “a group of Internet-based applications that build on the ideological and technological foundations ofWeb2.0, and that allow the creation and exchange of User Generated Content.” (Kaplan &Haenlein, 2010, p.61). User generated content represents how people use social media,and is identified by three conditions. Content must:1. Be published publicly on a site (e.g., not emails);2. Illustrate creativity (e.g., not republished content);3. Be created “outside of professional routines and practices” (e.g., not purelycommercial use) (Kaplan &Haenlein, 2010, p.61).
Crowdfunding content fits these parameters for user generated content.
The popularisation of social media generally helped set the foundation for crowdfundingactivity. Digital Trends (2014) cites the launch of Friendster in 2002 as the point whensocial media began gainingmomentum, with dates of establishment for social mediacommonly used by crowdfunding listed in Table 2:
Chapter 1: Socio-economic context and crowdfunding research focus
12
Table 2: Social media dates of establishment
Date
established
Social media Active (2016)2002 Friendster No (as a social networking site; beingrestructured as a social gaming site)2003 MySpace Yes (though re-launched in 2013)LinkedIn Yes2004 Facebook Yes2005 YouTube Yes2006 Twitter Yes2010 Instagram Yes2011 Google+ YesAlthough crowdfunding can occur without the use of social media, social mediaengagement is recognised as a success factor for projects in terms of funding total andnumber of backers (Moisseyev, 2013). Across the empirical research of this thesis,Facebook and Twitter aremost commonly employed in the support of crowdfundingprojects. These channels are used for purposes ranging from promotion to networking tocollaboration. The popularity of these social media channels is relevant to crowdfundingin terms of audience and familiarity with the exchange that characterises socialmedia. As of December 2015, Facebook cited 1.59 billionmonthly active users, andTwitter, 320million11.
The popularity of social media has set an expectation for engagement and transparencyonline. Certain crowdfunding platform elements are adapted from social media, such asthe concept of a ‘newsfeed’ or a comments section. Crowdfunding platforms alsoencourage use of social media through platform design, linking to or embedding socialmedia newsfeeds onto project pages. Figure 1, picturing the landing page of a project onKickstarter, showcases the comments section, the YouTube video, as well as links toFacebook, Twitter, and Tumblr.
11 BothFacebook (http://newsroom.fb.com/company-info/)andTwitter(https://about.twitter.com/company) publish facts about their site usage,most recently updated inDecember2015.
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Figure 1: Social media links as presented for Canary in a Coal Mine (Kickstarter)
1.4.4 Crowd activity and collaboration
Constantinides & Fountain (2008) identify social networks as an element of Web 2.0; inthis thesis, social networks are discussed in terms of ‘community’, a complex concept tounpack.
Early references to the term ‘virtual community’ are credited to Howard Rheingold in1993 in reference to TheWell (TheWhole Earth ‘Lectronic Link) launched in 1985(Reingold, 1993). Virtual, or as used in this research, online community is popularlyfound in the form of chat rooms, fora, and discussion boards; mirroringmany of the sitesof activity common to crowdfunding (Hof et al., 1997).
A large-scale report published by Pew Research Center’s Internet & American Life Projectconfirms the popularity of sites facilitating social activity: 66% of American adultsonline use social networking sites, citing connectingwith friends and family as theprimarymotivation (Smith, 2011). Although the desire to connect with existingrelationships is common, a list of online communities withmore than onemillion users
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reinforces the diversity across communities through varying group descriptions andregistration specifics12.
Three related concepts provide context to an understanding of the social elements ofcrowdfunding: participatory culture, crowdsourcing, and related online activity.
Participatory culture encourages individual expression and engagement, but also fostersa sense of meaning, as well as social connectedness, through activity (Jenkins, 2006, p.3).The accessibility of theWeb, the low cost due to theminimized importance ofgeographic location, and the low barrier to participate and produce content (Aitamurto,2011, p.431) have all influenced the current iteration of this phenomenon.
Crowdsourcing aligns with these characteristics of participatory culture. Crowdsourcinghas several sub-types in addition to crowdfunding, including crowdcreation (contentproduced via the crowd), crowdvoting (opinion gathered from the crowd), andcrowdwisdom (aggregated crowd information yielding average conclusions from thecrowd).
Empowering stakeholders to contribute to project activity, a central principle ofcrowdfunding, is also reflected in co-design and co-production, two concepts that havebeen in existence for several decades. Co-design incorporates both designer (‘creator’)and user (‘crowd’) into the decision-making process, whereas co-production intechnology brings experts and other groups together in order to ‘produce’ somethingnew together (e.g., knowledge, technology) (McDougall, 2012).
With the development of these 'co'-activities online, individuals are not only encouragedto participate, but also to be key decision-makers and producers of content. The positivepublic reception to these approaches has set the context for the development andexpansion of crowdfunding.
12 Wikipedia provides a comprehensive list of active virtual communitieswith over 1 million users(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_virtual_communities_with_more_than_1_million_users).
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A broader discussion of online activity also provides context for crowdfunding’spopularity. Beyond crowdwork, online fundraising (e.g., online patronagemodels, micro-financing) precedes crowdfunding. Fundraising itself is not a new concept. However, likecrowdfunding, online has changed the nature of fundraising insofar as “how people canshow support to causes” (Aitamurto, 2011, p.40) [emphasis added]. Furthermore, onlinefundraising is increasingly more transparent and project-based (Aitamurto, 2011),characteristics echoed in crowdfunding.
1.5 Focus of research: crowdfunding
The field of crowdfunding is both developing and diversifying (Massolution, 2015). Thefollowing sections frame the existing crowdfunding landscape by addressing the currentstate of crowdfunding (1.5.1), types of crowdfunding (1.5.2), reward-basedcrowdfunding sub-types and specialisations (1.5.3) crowdfunding stakeholders (1.5.4),and crowdfunding and community (1.5.5).
1.5.1 Crowdfunding in 2015: what it looks like today
The largest andmost comprehensive industry report on crowdfunding summarisesresearch collected from over 1,250 active crowdfunding platforms (Massolution, 2015).To understand crowdfunding’s scale of activity and its influence on various sectors, thefollowing sections consider how and where crowdfunding is growing.
Although this thesis describes crowdfunding success beyond financial terms, fundsgenerated do serve as a way to ‘trace’ projects and to mark growth of the field. Fundsraised through crowdfunding increased 167% between 2013 and 2014 (Massolution,2015), with crowdfunding platforms raising 16.2 billion (USD) in 2014. Donation andreward-based crowdfunding grew at an annualised rate of 45% and 84% respectivelybetween 2013 and 2014 (Massolution, 2015).
North America remains the dominant crowdfunding market by a widemargin, with 9.46billion USD raised through crowdfunding in 2014 (Massolution, 2015). Europewas thesecond strongest crowdfundingmarket, only recently surpassed by Asia (Massolution,
2015).
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Examples usedwithin this thesis are heavily geographically focused towards NorthAmerica and the United Kingdom. The justification for the former is that, as the countryof origin for many of the earlier platforms, as well as several that have grown to havewidespread use internationally (e.g., Indiegogo, Kickstarter), the United States has alonger crowdfunding history and, consequently, greater development of the field interms of diversity of platforms, projects, creator types, and backers. The first Indiegogoproject in Canadawas in 2009, and Kickstarter launched in Canada in 201313.
The United Kingdom is home to a number of crowdfunding platforms, and the area ofmost significant crowdfunding growth within the European Union (Richards, 2012). TheUnited Kingdom benefits from being another English-speaking region, which enablesresearcher comprehension across not only platform information, but also related projectcontent such as social media channels andmedia coverage. This geographic focus ensuresthat research includes all platform and related project content (e.g., Facebook posts,Tweets, promotional videos).
Several projects from other countries (e.g., India, Poland, South Africa) are includedwithin this research. Although geography is not a principal consideration, the use ofcrowdfunding in other countries is a valuable topic to broach; specifically, the issue ofwhat can be borrowed from existingmodels, and what requires specific tailoring persocio-cultural, economic or political specifics of a country.
Beyond geography, the question of ‘where’ crowdfunding is growing maps on to projecttype. Considered together, the top five categories of crowdfunding activity comprise83.12%of total global crowdfunding revenue from 2014 (Massolution, 2015). Thesecategories are listed in Table 3, in descending order of % total funding volume:
13 News from both platforms is posted to the platform blogs:(https://go.indiegogo.com/blog/2013/09/indiegogo-is-going-on-a-canadian-road-trip.html) and(https://www.kickstarter.com/blog/kickstarter-in-canada-0), respectively.
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Table 3: Top 5 crowdfunding project areas, and funding volume (2014)
Project area % Total funding volumeBusiness and entrepreneurship 41.3Social causes 18.9Film and performing arts 12.13Real estate 6.25Music and recording arts 4.54
TOTAL 83.12The project areas listed in Table 3 are not fixed across platforms, as individual platformsclassify projects differently. Kickstarter, for example, features fifteen project categories,and the semi-structured interviews closelymirror Kickstarter’s classifications,differentiating between art, civic, food, product development, research and social goodprojects (Appendix 1). This helps suggest that insights and patterns of activity reportedas a result of this research could be representative.
1.5.2 Types of crowdfunding
This thesis classifies crowdfunding types in a way consistent with the UK CrowdfundingAssociation (UKCFA), a group founded in 2012 to promote crowdfunding, to serve as anauthoritative voice across all types of crowdfunding, and to publish a code ofcrowdfunding practice. The UKCFA (2015) cites three types of crowdfunding:1. Reward-based crowdfunding: this has already been outlined in Section 1.22. Equity: crowdfunding through which backers become investors, and their financialcontributions give them shares – or equity – in the creator’s company.3. Debt: crowdfunding through which backers lendmoney to creators, who thenrepay that money over time.
Equity and debt-based crowdfunding are sufficiently distinct from reward-basedcrowdfunding that the findings of this research cannot be applied.
1.5.3 Reward-based crowdfunding: sub-types and specialisations
Although this research focuses on commonalities across crowdfunding, the developmentof sub-types of crowdfunding projects within reward-based crowdfunding (e.g.,
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crowdfunding for academic research)means that certain characteristics of crowdfundingaremore likely to appear in specific projects.
The strategy employed across this research was to observe general trends withinreward-based crowdfunding in order to assess what varied projects can, together, revealabout crowdfunding. For example, all sub-types of crowdfunding have active timelinesthat extend beyond the live project itself, and all sub-typesmake use of sites ofcrowdfunding activity beyond the platform. Sub-types of crowdfunding aredifferentiatedwhen relevant, such as in the example of civic crowdfunding for whichoffline community activity is particularly significant (Chapter 6.2.6).
1.5.4 Crowdfunding stakeholders
The choice of language for stakeholders within this thesis – ‘creator’, ‘platform’, ‘backer’ -is consistent with the terminology used in the field. ‘Creators’ and ‘platforms’ are termscommonly used across industry and academic research. The amount that creators aim toraise through funding is referred to as the ‘funding goal’. The term ‘backer’ was chosenover other synonyms – themost popular alternative being ‘donor’ – because it is flexibleto incorporating both financial as well as non-financial project supports. Further, ‘backer’is terminology of the largest reward-based crowdfunding platform, Kickstarter, anindustry leader and platform of choice formany of the creators featured in this research.
Other sources have identified three principal categories of stakeholder: the party seekingfunds (creators), the crowd funding the project (backers) and an intermediary (theplatform) (Macht &Weatherston, 2015).
This thesis considers three primary categories of stakeholders – creators, backers, andplatforms – with insights tailored to the creator perspective. This focus wasmotivated bytwo realities. First, creators were those able to provide detailed perspective oncrowdfunding activity from pre-funding through to post-funding. Second, research aimsto provide recommendations tomaximise success of crowdfunding, both of whichdirectly influence crowdfunding creators.
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This thesis also includes discussion of a fourth type of stakeholder, revealed throughempirical work: crowdfunding beneficiaries. Beneficiaries are defined as those whobenefit from project outputs but are neither creators nor backers. These are notidentified in other research, but represent a secondary type of stakeholder both becausethey do not feature in every crowdfunding project, and because research did not identifysignificant instances inwhich beneficiaries themselves affected crowdfunding projectactivity.
1.5.5 Crowdfunding and community
Crowdfunding’s influences, as described through a discussion ofWeb 2.0 andcollaborative crowd activity above, emphasise crowdfunding’s focus on sociability andinteractions. Early stages of research, as well as pilot semi-structured interviews,confirmed that crowdfunding includes significant social elements such as networkingand feedback. Through this focus, non-financial activity and outcomes of crowdfundingarehighlighted.
By uncovering crowdfunding activity and the stakeholders involved, the concept ofcommunity as applied to crowdfunding is considered. In this thesis the focus is placed onunderstanding community as it is revealed through empirical work and reinforcedthrough existing community research. Supplemented by references to community inother crowdfunding research (Chapter 2), a consideration of community withincrowdfunding uncovers both emotional and behavioural investment (Chapter 6).
1.6 Thesis structure
1.6.1 Research flow
Having observed the developing field of crowdfunding and reviewed the existingresearch on the subject a need for a deeper understanding of how crowdfundingworkswas identified, driven by the following points:1. There is continued interest from both industry and academia in uncoveringcrowdfunding success factors. Specifically, there is need for improvement on projectsuccess rates, especially in anticipation of the continued growth of the field.
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2. There is an opportunity to guide creators with specific strategies and supports, ascreators have a specific vested interest in project success, and involvement in itsactivity from pre- to post-funding.3. There is a need to make implicit crowdfunding activity explicit. Semi-structuredinterviews suggest that much crowdfunding activity is ‘ad-hoc’. This thesissummarises experiences from past creators, extracts patterns of activity, and statesthem explicitly to help support future projects.
The resulting overarching research question - how does crowdfundingwork? - is drivenby a series of interrelated questions over four chapters:
Table 4: Flow of research questions across the thesis
Main question: how does crowdfunding work? Understanding crowdfunding through its
activity
Chapter Overarching Question Areas addressed4 How is crowdfunding
activity characterised
x What is the specific activity acrosscrowdfunding (4.3)
x Where does crowdfunding activity occur (4.3)
x Why, what purpose do different activitiesserve (4.4)
x Who drives crowdfunding activity (4.5)5 How does timeline
influence crowdfunding
x What are the time periods of crowdfunding(5.2)
x What activity occurs per time period (5.2)6 How does community
influence crowdfunding and
vice versa
x How is community within crowdfundingcharacterised (6.2)
x How does communitymatter to crowdfunding(6.3)7 How can creatorsmaximise
success of crowdfunding
x Which underlying principles supportcrowdfunding success (7.3)
x What are the essential steps for projectsuccess (7.4)
1.6.2 Thesis roadmap
The outline of the thesis is as follows:
Chapter 2 – ‘Understanding crowdfunding within the academic landscape’, presentsexisting crowdfunding research from the fields of business, digital humanities, and socialcomputing. This chapter details foundational knowledge of crowdfunding definitions,
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success factors, online and offline financial and non-financial activity, and the concept ofcommunity. This chapter also identifies gaps in existing crowdfunding research that thisthesis aims to address.
Chapter 3 – ‘Research approach andmethodology’, outlines themethodologicaldecisionsmade, and provides details of themethodology used, across this research.
Chapter 4 – ‘How is crowdfunding activity characterised - what, where, why and
who’, provides the foundational building blocks of activitywithin crowdfunding. This isachieved through cataloguing the range of activity per site, identifying differentpurposes, and detailing the various involved stakeholders.
Chapter 5 – ‘When crowdfunding activity occurs - the importance of time’emphasises the importance of timing to crowdfunding by introducing the concept of atimeline to projects. This includes five periods – three action periods, and two transitionperiods – each with distinct purposes and related activity.
Chapter 6 – ‘Crowdfunding and community’, introduces the concept of communitywithin crowdfunding. The resulting definition focuses on both emotional investment andbehavioural investment. The chapter unpacks the complexities of how community affectscrowdfunding but, conversely, how crowdfunding can also influence community. Civiccrowdfunding is presented as a specific example.
Chapter 7 – ‘Maximising success for project creators’, adopts a focused perspectiveon crowdfunding project success, unpacking contributing factors at two levels ofgranularity: underlying principles for crowdfunding success, and essential project steps.This chapter then proposes creator-targeted recommendations tomaximise projectoutcomes.
Chapter 8 – ‘Reflections and conclusions’, summarises the significance of researchfindings to two principal areas: understanding crowdfunding as a field of research, andguiding and supporting project creators. In this chapter limitations and possibleimplementations of findings are also addressed.
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Chapter 2: Understanding crowdfunding within
the academic landscape
2.1 Introduction
Chapter 1 presents the broader influences and context for the development ofcrowdfunding. This chapter outlines topics of importance from existing research. This isaccomplished through an exhaustive survey of crowdfunding research, noting theevolution of definitions and concepts core to a present-day understanding ofcrowdfunding.
The aim in this chapter is to focus on how themes central to this thesis have beenpresented in other work relating to crowdfunding, and to integrate the broad range ofsources addressing topics relevant to this thesis from across disciplines.
The specific objectives of this review are to describe the following:1. What are the principle fields of influence on crowdfunding research? (Section 2.2)2. How has the definition of crowdfunding developed, and what are its corecomponents? (Section 2.3)3. How has the crowdfunding literature looked at the concept of time, both implicitlyand explicitly? (Section 2.4)4. What are considered crowdfunding success factors, and how can existing researchhelp in identifying contributors to success as well as specific success strategies?(Section 2.5)5. What are financial and non-financial activity and outputs of crowdfunding, asexplored in existingwork? (Section 2.6)6. How have online and offline activity, in which sites of activity feature in existingcrowdfunding research, been reviewed? (Section 2.7)
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7. What are the community advantages to crowdfunding, as well as specific examplesof community?What is the understanding of community through the lens of socialcapital theory? (Section 2.8)
2.1.1 Scope
Consistent with the parameters outlined in Chapter 1.2, the following research wasexcluded from the literature review:
o Research focusing on investment, or equity, crowdfunding - Agrawal, Cataliniand Goldfarb (2014) acknowledge that there aremany significant differencesbetween equity and non-equity based crowdfunding. This thesis focuses solely onreward and donation-based models, thereby excluding research on equity andinvestment based project types.
o Research on crowdfunding legislation – There has been a significant amount ofresearch related to crowdfunding laws and regulations due to crowdfunding’s greatpotential to generate funds: specifically, those surrounding United States Federalsecurities law and the U.S. JOBS Act, and crowdfunding regulations set out as of April2014 by the Financial Conduct Authority in the United Kingdom. The influence ofcrowdfunding on larger issues of tax law, business legislation and small andmedium-sized enterprise development is beyond the scope of this thesis.
o Research on platforms operating in countries that are not represented within
the empirical work of this thesis – This decision wasmade as crowdfunding activitycan be affected by different cultural attitudes and behaviours. This thesis alsoexcludes studies that feature platforms that are not English-language based, as theseare impossible to observe. The sole exception iswork by Galuszka and Bystrov(2014) on Polish platformMegaTotal, as it provides specific insights on thediscussion of community in Section 2.8.
o Research beyond contemporary iterations of crowdfunding - Chapter 1 outlinesthe breadth of influences on crowdfunding. This chapter’s assessment of the
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crowdfunding research landscape, however, focuses the lens of research on present-day crowdfunding, as it exists online.
2.1.2 Rationale and approach to research review
This chapter provides a comprehensive review of existing crowdfunding literature,extracting common themes, and contending with the limitations in current literature.
A number of the themes represented in this thesis have been addressed in existingcrowdfunding research but adopt: 1. a different lens of interest, or; 2. apply differentscales or researchmethods:
1. A significant number of the crowdfunding sources discussed in this chapter refer toKickstarter specifically. This introduces the question of transferability of insights tocrowdfunding and its stakeholdersmore generally. Furthermore, although socialmedia is researchedwithin the context of crowdfunding, Facebook is oftenrepresented at the exclusion of other social media. This limits a complete sense ofcrowdfunding activity as well as options available to creators. In response, this thesisaddresses platforms and socialmediamore comprehensively.
2. Many sources of existing research have opted for larger-scale, quantitativecrowdfunding research. While acknowledging the value of these studies, quantitativeresearch lacks the same ability to engage with explanatory detail that characterisesqualitativework.
Some themes of this thesis have been addressed in other pieces of research implicitly.For example, whereas existingworkmay suggest a progression and chronology tocrowdfunding, this thesis identifies the importance of time, names time periods andtransitions precisely, and details purpose per period (Section 2.4). As a result, this thesisadds to existing crowdfunding research bymaking connections across research, theimplicit explicit, and combining acknowledged themes of importance from the existingresearch landscape with insights generated through this research.
Due to the developing nature of the field of crowdfunding, research for this chapter usedan exhaustive search for literature published during the research period of this thesis.
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Results of this search were then sorted by thematic area, using keywords. The structureof this chapter reflects the larger insights of this thesis. The sources included are thosethat best relate to the approach and content of this thesis, either by identifying gaps inresearch or by establishing a foundation of themes corroborating findings.
Two sources—Lehner (2013), andMacht andWeatherston (2015)— provided surveysof crowdfunding research, which guided an assessment of the existing researchlandscape through groupings of themes and insights. The review by Lehner (2013) waslimited by its focus on crowdfunding from a business, and specifically socialentrepreneurship, perspective. Although the themes of focus differ from thosehighlighted in this chapter, the review byMacht andWeatherston (2015) is consistentwith the approach of this thesis, looking to both past influences and the currentcrowdfunding research landscape, with an eye towards future application.
In addition, twomaster’s dissertations on crowdfunding provide highly relevantmaterial: Duggal & Sassoon (2015) used qualitative research on Kickstarter to assesscreatormotivations for crowdfunding, whereasMoisseyev (2013) considered the effectof social media on Kickstarter project results including its positive influence onfundraising totals and backer numbers.
Research also looked to informal blog posts by academics related to crowdfunding, suchas Zuckerman (2013) or McNutt (2013). These were not primary sources, but didcontribute to an understanding of on-going crowdfunding research.
2.2 Current landscape: Business, digital humanities, and social computing
Langley (2015) identifies two prevalent fields fromwhich crowdfunding research isemerging: business studies and digital humanities. This thesis also argues for theinfluence of social computing on crowdfunding research.
The crowdfunding literature in business studies is concentrated around twomain areas:identifying contributing factors to projects’ financial success (Mollick, 2014), ordiscussing theoretical models that position crowdfundingwithin an existing dialogue offinancing options (Belleflamme et al., 2014). Sources from the fields of business and
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management have a propensity to focus on financial results, including financial outputssuch as pre-orders (Belleflamme et al., 2014), and marketing or consumer awareness(Belleflamme et al., 2010), as well as projectmechanics such as delivering rewards ontime (Mollick, 2014).
The existing research emerging from business studies serves as a valuable foundation.For instance, Mollick (2014) presents hypotheses about crowdfunding success throughlarge-scale studies, using 48,500 Kickstarter projects. Although this thesis illustrates thenon-financial advantages of crowdfunding, nonetheless funding is a primary activity forprojects, and meeting financial target a primary goal formost creators.An interest in crowdfunding by academics working in digital humanities and media(Langley, 2015) brings a specific focus to the use of crowdfunding within creativeindustries, and funding driven by fans, described as “fan-ancing” (Bennett et al., 2014,p.142). This research reflects the development of crowdfunding in practice, whichemerged “primarily in the arts and creativity-based industries (e.g., recorded music, film,video games)” (Agrawal et al., 2014, p.65).
Crowdfunding research fromwithin digital humanities often targets specific backergroups, such as crowdfunding used for music lovers (Galuszka & Bystrov, 2014) orsupporters of the theatre (Boeuf et al., 2014). This category of crowdfunding research isnotable for its ability to illuminate both the advantages of crowdfunding and some of theweaknesses and possible criticisms of crowdfunding, such as the exploitation of fans bymedia conglomerates (Chin et al., 2014).
However, although a focus on subtypes of projects can showcase the variety acrosscrowdfunding, these sources are not primary to this thesis due to their limitations: theyrefer only to a certain type of crowdfunding project, and the specific backers associated.Another subtype illustrating specific elements of crowdfunding and discussedwithadditional detail within this thesis is civic crowdfunding, the funding of publiccommunity projects (Davies 2014; Stiver et al. 2015).
Beyond the two fields identified (Langley, 2015), a third field of research contributessignificantly to crowdfunding research: that of social computing, which refers to
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“applications and services that facilitate collective action and social interactions online”(Parameswaran &Whinston, 2007, p.762).
Social computing relates to themes of this thesis such as backer groups, community,online activity, and specific sites of activity facilitating sociability such as social media.Optimising the crowdfunding process is a common research area, be that throughapproaches considering:
x The platform, analysing updates (Xu et al., 2014) or language choice (Mitra & Gilbert,2014);
x Stakeholdermotivations (Gerber et al., 2012), or;
x Specific supports for creators (Greenberg et al., 2013b).
Social computing sources also influence crowdfunding research on community, asdiscussed in Section 2.8.
The social computing research emerging from Northwestern University and its SegalDesign Institute14 is themost influential for this thesis. This group of researchersproduced the “first qualitative study of crowdfunding work” (Hui et al., 2012, p.1). Theirresearch is also similar to that of this thesis, citing ethnographic influence (Hui et al.,2012), strong representation of semi-structured interviews (Hui et al., 2014a, 2014b),and inductive analysis (Gerber et al., 2012).
Contributions of this research include design suggestions for platforms (Gerber et al.,2012), and discussion of support tools (Hui et al., 2012). Research emerging from thisgroup incorporatesmultiple disciplines (computing, engineering, design, social sciences),and shares a focus on creators (Hui et al., 2013, 2014b). However, whereas researchfrom the Segal Design Institute prioritises design implications for research, the researchincluded in this thesis does not include testing, and is therefore unable to propose similarguidelines.
14 The Segal Design Institute (http://segal.northwestern.edu) iswithin theMcCormick School ofEngineering atNorthwesternUniversity, focusing onhuman-centered design. Researchconducted byFacultymembers Elizabeth Gerber andDarrenGergle, and doctoral students Michael Greenberg and JulieHui, feature prominently across this thesis.
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Instead, this thesis highlights the social, community component of crowdfunding and itsfull range of activity. For instance, no research emerging from the Segal Design Instituteformally defines communitywithin the context of crowdfunding, or discusses activitywith a breadth that also includes offline.
2.3 Crowdfunding:Definitions andkey components
Surveying the evolution of the definition of crowdfunding generates a sense for thevarious contributing perspectives to the field, as well as the perceived core componentparts of the crowdfunding process.
Table 5 outlines definitions of crowdfunding dating from 2011 to 2014, orderedchronologically; the third column details notable elements from these definitions,illustrating a shift towards defining crowdfunding as a broader, less financially-focused,process.
Table 5: Summary of definitions of crowdfunding considered
Source (ordered
chronologically)
Definition Notable elementsBelleflamme et al.(2010, p.5) “an open call, mostly through theInternet, for the provision of financial
resources either in form of donation or
in exchange for some form of reward
and/or voting rights.”
Acknowledges the publicnature of crowdfunding (“opencall”); use of the Internet;incorporates various possibleforms of “financial resources”Ordanini et al. (2011,p.444) “a collective effort by people whonetwork and pool their money
together, usually via the Internet, in
order to invest in and support efforts
initiated by other people or
organizations”
Open to interpretation beyondfunding (“invest in andsupport”); noted role of theInternet; includes bothindividuals and organisationsas creatorsLehner (2013, p.289) “[C]rowdfunding means tapping a
large dispersed audience, dubbed as
‘the crowd’, for small sums of money to
fund a project or a venture.”
Confirms a large audience ofbackers contributing small,incremental donations;backers can be geographically“dispersed”
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Source (ordered
chronologically)
Definition Notable elementsMollick, (2014, p.2) “the efforts by entrepreneurial
individuals and groups – cultural,
social, and for-profit – to fund their
ventures by drawing on relatively
small contributions from a relatively
large number of individuals using the
internet, without standard financial
intermediaries ”
Addresses funding, but alsouses the broader term,“contributions”; identifiesrange of groups whomight beusing crowdfunding, includingbeyond “for-profit”
Hui et al. (2014a,p.677) “A new way for creatives to share theirwork and acquire resources from their
social network to influence what new
ideas are realized.”
Focuses on “resources” ratherthan funding specifically;highlights social networks
Wash and Solomon,(2014, p.2) “Crowdfunding is the act of soliciting,via an open call, re- sources from a
wide variety of contributors in order to
realize a new idea.”
Omits explicit mention offunding; acknowledges rangeof possible backers, and isvague about type of project“new idea”The definitions capture elements of crowdfunding important to this thesis including useof the Internet (Belleflamme et al., 2010), towards a collective effort (Ordanini et al.,2011) by social networks (Hui et al., 2014a) to realize an idea (Wash & Solomon, 2014).A discussion of stakeholders also involves acknowledging that creators can be bothindividuals and groups (Mollick, 2014) and that sharing occurs across social networks(Hui et al., 2014a).
These definitions are also consistent with the position of this thesis, which framescrowdfunding as broader than funding, and richer than on-platform ‘crowds’. Notably,however, these definitions exclude an acknowledgement of both offline sites of activityrelevant to crowdfunding, and the full range of financial and non-financial motivationsthat can affect activity for all stakeholders.
Consequently, the definition drafted for use within this thesis is:
Crowdfunding is an online process through which a project creator funds a project
through incremental donations from a ‘crowd’ of backers. This process is often
achieved by means of an online crowdfunding platform, and supplemented by social
media and other non-financial activity. Offline elements, such as promotional events,
are also frequently present.
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2.4 Crowdfunding:TimelineMost crowdfunding research describes the crowdfunding process and, through doing so,captures a sense of “chronological phases” (Macht &Weatherston, 2015, p.195). Thisacknowledgment of a progression along a timeline, but without its strict delineation ordefinition, represents a gap in research that this thesis aims to close. A sense forcrowdfunding’s timeline is often implied, not explicit, in research. For instance, Hui,Gerber and Greenberg (2012) outline the amount of work required by crowdfunding,suggesting up to six months for preparation and up to a year for producing anddelivering rewards. Existing research also vaguely orients crowdfunding activity inrelation to the live period; in a summary of twenty-five published crowdfunding articles,phases of crowdfunding are broadly defined as:1. Pre-investment (preceding live funding), and;2. Post-investment (following live funding) (Macht &Weatherston, 2015).
1. Pre-investment, or pre-funding, is characterised by preparatorywork. Hui, Gerberand Greenberg (2012) list specific tasks required of creators during this period, suchas developing a promotional video, setting a budget, and establishing rewards.Drafting projectmaterials and developing relevant skillsets for crowdfundingworkcan be a challenge for creators (Hui et al., 2014b).
Existing research investigates support tools to help creators with preparing content,testing project materials, and facilitating channels for promotion, all of which implyan elongated crowdfunding timeline for creators (Hui et al., 2013). This thesisacknowledges the importance of preparatory work during pre-funding, but alsoemphasises the importance of networking during this period (Chapter 5.3.2).
2. Post-investment, or post-funding, is referenced in existing research throughmentionof longer-term success, as well as post-funding relationships. Hui, Greenberg andGerber (2013) address the importance of supporting project execution and deliveryon rewards, a discussion that implies engagement with the project beyond the livefunding period. Mollick and Kuppuswamy (2014) consider post-funding activitythrough analysis of the longevity of successful projects beyond the funding period.
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However, although this existing research has a similar focus to this thesis - reward-based crowdfunding on Kickstarter - the conclusions refer specifically to “largedesign, technology, and video games projects” funding beforemid-2012 (Mollick &Kuppuswamy, 2014, p.2). Additionally, the benefits of crowdfunding presented refermore directly to financial bottom lines, focusing on factors such as access toadditional funding, employees, press, and customer base (Mollick & Kuppuswamy,2014, p.13). Crowdfunding as a set of chronological steps is emphasised through thisdiscussion; creators deliver rewards to backers post-funding, and timing isinfluenced by factors such as amount of funding received (Mollick, 2014).
Relationships are a secondary theme related to the post-funding timeline.Crowdfunding can foster longer-term relationship-development between the creatorand backer (Gerber & Hui, 2013), even persisting as support acrossmultiplecrowdfunding projects (Boeuf et al., 2014). Macht andWeatherston identify this post-investment period as an area deserving of significant additional research as thecurrent literature is “scarce” (2015, p.201).
Existing research shows a consideration for a progression of crowdfunding steps, as wellas an acknowledgment that different periods have different aims and outcomes. Thesources profiled all position themselves in relation to the live funding: either ‘pre’ or‘post’. This thesis adds precision to this, by labelling a crowdfunding timeline with setperiods and transition periods, as well as with distinct purposes per period.
2.5 Crowdfunding and success factors
The notion of success within crowdfunding is a common theme across existing research.The implied goal of success factors is to maximise the successful completion ofcrowdfunding projects. Assessing how success is presented in existing crowdfundingresearch helps:
o To reveal various definitions of success, and to uncover the value of both meetingfinancial goals as well as other metrics for success (e.g., non-financial benefits), asaddressed in 2.5.1;
o To identify both specific success factors, as well as strategies to encourage them, asaddressed in 2.5.2 and;
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o To engagewith a discussion of implications for success factors, as they pertain toboth creators and platforms, as addressed in 2.5.3.
2.5.1 Understanding success
Where explicitly defined, existing crowdfunding research describes success in financialterms;Mollick describes it as “successful fundraising” (2014, p.1), and Belleflamme,Lambert and Schweinbacher similarly describe it as “fundraising success” (2013, p.313).Consistent with the definitions of crowdfunding in Section 2.3, sources from fields suchas economics, business and management aremore likely to frame project success inpurely financial terms:
“Project success has a clearly [sic] meaning in the crowdfunding realm. […] Namely,
a target capital is fixed, then the project is posted on the platform together with a
deadline for collecting it. If the target capital is reached by the deadline, the
proponent receives the collected amount and is thus successful.”(Giudici et al., 2013, p.3)Non-financial success in crowdfunding remains an emergent area of discussion, andexisting research has only begun to identify that success can extend beyond the purelyfinancial. Mollick (2014) acknowledges that stakeholders’ motivations to participate incrowdfunding can vary and, as a result, funding is not necessarily the full motivation, orsole output, of crowdfunding. Discussion of non-financial benefits to creators confirmsthat there can be advantages to crowdfunding beyond funding, such as connecting withothers, expanding awareness of work (Gerber & Hui, 2013), mentorship, and feedback(Hui et al., 2014b).
Existing research also suggests that the type of crowdfunding project can influence theimportance of financial components to an understanding of success. In the case ofcrowdfunding for scientific research, for instance, the ‘crowd’ takes precedence over the‘funding’: “[t]he central element of a successful science crowdfunding campaign isdeveloping a crowd: a set of people engaged with a scientist and their research.” (Wheatet al., 2013, p.1). In the case of creative entrepreneurs, research acknowledges theproject’s financial success, but also the concept of a collective success “shared betweencreator and supporter.” (Gerber & Hui, 2013, p.34:15).
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2.5.2 Specific success factors and strategies
The two largest-scale studies assessing determinants of success in crowdfunding, bothuse Kickstarter projects: Mollick (2014) considers 48,500 projects, while Müllerleile andJoenssen (2015) refer to 45,400. The success factors identified from these two studiesare summarised as follows:
Mollick (2014) found three primary factors that influence project success:1. The personal networks affiliatedwith a project. Research confirms this link byidentifying a positive correlation between project success and size of projectcreators’ Facebooknetworks;2. The geography of crowdfunding. Geography affects both the type and the success ofprojects, with larger creative populations in specific locations associatedwith higherrates of success, and;3. The signals of project quality. Quality, such as presence of a project video, or absenceof spelling errors, indicates whether a creator had prepared well. Backer interest hasa tendency to build, with would-be backers positively influenced by contributionsfrom existing backers (Kuppuswamy & Bayus, 2014).
Müllerleile and Joenssen (2015) assessed the influence of communication and publicproject perception on success. They found three success factors through this work:1. The number of authentic, well-timed, updates;2. The set funding goal, andwhether it is perceived to be realistic;3. The number of project comments, which project a sense of activity.
These success factors are not dissimilar from the notion of project quality suggested byMollick (2014), above. Other research on crowdfunding success factors prioritise theimportance of the following:1. On-platform strategies;2. Timing;3. Networks, and;4. Differences across projects and creator skillsets
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1. On-platform strategies - a significant number of strategies for success relate toactivity on the platform; specifically, strategies pertaining to language andcommunication, consistent with the factors outlined above (Mollick, 2014; Müllerleile& Joenssen, 2015). Koch and Siering (2015) summarise details of importance to theproject such as detailed project descriptions, a success factor confirmed by Du et al.(2015). Images and video are additional on-platform components of importanceidentified in existing research (Greenberg et al., 2013b).
Mitra and Gilbert (2014), identifying that specific language usedwithin acrowdfunding project significantly influences project success, isolated the tophundred phrases signalling successful as well as unsuccessful funding. Languagechoice within projects is important, as backers respond to concepts such asreciprocity (backer receives something in return), scarcity (backer is motivated by aunique opportunity), social proof (backer motivated by the action of other backers),social identity (backer is incorporated into a backer group), liking (backer respondsto ‘likeability’) and authority (backer responds to experts) (Mitra & Gilbert, 2014). Aspecific type of communication across crowdfunding is the project update, and Xu etal. (2014) establish a taxonomy for seven types of project updates by creators,concluding that the theme of the project update has themost direct impact on success.Gorbatai and Nelson (2015) also consider the relationship between languageand successful project outcomes. In this case, the lens of gender is applied, concludingthat crowdfunding could positively influence gender inequality in business as femalecreators tend towards positive, inclusive language (rewarded in crowdfunding)rather than “business language” (penalized in crowdfunding) (Gorbatai & Nelson,2015, p.3). Communication also helps secure trust, and backers aremotivated to joina positive, trusting community (Gerber et al., 2012). Xiao et al. (2014) also discusslanguage, proposing a positive relationship betweenmoney raised and detailedproject communication between creator and backer during the live period.Communication across variedmedia, such as video, has similar positive associationswith project success (Mollick, 2014).
2. Timing - timing is relevant to project success. Xu et al. (2014) look to timing inrelation to updates used at the beginning, middle and end of the live funding period,
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determining that early stages of life funding should involve social promotion,whereasmid-funding onwards requires project progress reports. Timing is also afocus of research presented by Rao et al. (2014), emphasising the dynamic nature ofcrowdfunding by mapping crowdfunding’s flows of activity - in this case, financialactivity - to the timing of projects. In doing so, the live funding period is broken downinto stages with different corresponding impact on final success; activity during theinitial 10% of a project timeline, and the 40 – 60% point in live funding, isparticularly crucial to final funding outcomes of projects (Rao et al., 2014).
3. Networks - networks and social connections have a significant influence oncrowdfunding results (Giudici et al., 2013). The positive effect of friends and family isparticularly noted for its effect on project outcomes (Agrawal et al., 2011b). Theconcept of relationships also reinforces the importance of reciprocity to success, aconcept discussed in Zvilichovsky et al. (2014) in the context of creators increasingtheir own chances of financial success by supporting other creators’ projects. Socialmedia is also identified as a success factor and pairedwith a discussion of socialnetworks (Mollick, 2014); a strong correlation between number of Facebookconnections and project outcomes has been reported in several pieces of research(Marelli &Ordanini, 2015). Section 2.6.2 addresses existing research on social mediawithin crowdfunding in greater depth, and Section 2.8.5 revisits networks within adiscussion of social capital.
4. Differences across projects and creator skillsets – differences across projects andcreators can also affect how projects progress and, consequently, whether theysucceed. The variable structure of projects, such as having lower funding goals,shorter funding periods, and rewards, help to signal project legitimacy to backers byproviding attainable targets and concrete specifics (Bock et al., 2014). Lists of projectcharacteristics associatedwith positive project outcomes include “the project nature(non-profit vs. for-profits), the project realm (firm, design, art, technology, and so on),the level of rewards, the number of Facebook contacts of the proponents, thereadability of the project description, the budget of the pitches…” (Giudici et al., 2013,p.4). This list of factors influencing project success draw attention to the variabilityacross crowdfunding.
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Hui, Greenberg and Gerber (2014b) identify the importance of creator skill-set;presence of social media and networks are important, but evenmore crucial tocrowdfunding is the ability for creators to use those social media channels to bestadvantage within their projects. A weakness of existing research on social mediaactivity is that, save for Lu et al. (2014), there is limited recognition of the range ofactivity that can occur within one social media channel. This thesis closes that gap byitemising particular social media activities per site of activity (Chapter 4) and noting,as possible, the related purpose and the affiliated stakeholders.
2.5.3 Implications of success factors
Identification of success factors leads to application in two primary areas:1. Creator supports, and;2. Considerations for platform design.
1. Creator supports - include online sites to help creators research the crowdfundingspace, and to prepare in advance of project launch (Hui et al., 2013). These supportsare in response to the identification of barriers to creator success, such as thechallenge of developing new skills, finding sources of support, and following throughwith project goals (Hui et al., 2013).
Hui, Greenberg and Gerber (2014b) identify potential supports both preceding andfollowing live funding, citing virtual personal assistants, social media tracking sites,and tools to help with execution of projects by consolidating and organising backerinformation. Hui, Gerber and Gergle (2014a) focus on the importance of socialnetworks to project success and identify three challenges to implementation:activating social networks, understanding their capabilities, and expanding them.Related design implications include support tools to assist with the identificationand the development of wider project audiences.
2. Considerations for platform design – include those relating to success factorssuch as communication, recommending connecting platform content with socialmedia, or allowing creators to use tags or colour differentiation across different
Chapter 2: Understanding crowdfundingwithin the academic landscape
38
types of project updates (Xu et al., 2014). Hui, Greenberg and Gerber (2013) alsopropose design considerations incorporating social media, such as a Facebook tool togauge interest in a project. In Solomon, Ma andWash (2015), a recognition of theimportance of timing to crowdfunding yields design suggestions such as offeringonly a limited number of rewards, or hiding the funding status from backers when aproject approaches the goal amount to create a sense of urgency. Through adiscussion of crowdfunding failure, research also identifies that platform interfacescould help encourage creators to persist with crowdfunding even if they experience afailure (Greenberg, 2015). Identifying that failure is a part of the creative process is avaluable insight to crowdfunding, and existing research confirms that creators wholaunch repeated rounds of projects eventually increase their success rate (Greenberg& Gerber, 2014). Although platform design is beyond the scope of this thesis, itsuggests areas of interest and application for continued research.
Predicting and evaluating success has also been explored in existing researchconsidering the impact of static factors at project launch, such as funding goal andproject duration (Greenberg et al., 2013b) as well as dynamic factors such as thetrajectory of projects over time and social factors such as the number of retweets overthe course of a project on Twitter (Etter et al., 2013). Differentiating between successfactors that are fixed at the outset of the crowdfunding project (e.g., presence of a video)and those that change over the course of a project (e.g., number of comments) is anemerging approach to studying crowdfunding success (Marelli & Ordanini, 2015).
2.6 Crowdfunding: Financial andnon-financial activity and outputs
The activity of crowdfunding is not a discussion divorced from that of the precedingsections on timeline or success factors. However, there is a dearth of resourcescomprehensively cataloguing the full range of activity across crowdfunding, which thisthesis addresses.
2.6.1 Crowdfunding ‘work’
The financial activity of crowdfunding is characterised by small, incremental donationsfrom a crowd. As identified in the definitions featured in Table 5, this is facilitated by use
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of the Internet (Belleflamme et al., 2010; Ordanini et al., 2011). Some discussion offinancial activity in the form of funding patterns incorporates discussion of both timingand success factors; backers contributing in the early stages of live funding, for example,positively impact project results (Agrawal et al., 2011b; Ordanini et al., 2011).
However, research also acknowledges that a focus on the financial elements ofcrowdfunding obscures other important elements that structure crowdfunding(Greenberg et al., 2013a). The activity of crowdfunding can be succinctly described as anexchange between stakeholders through the use of platforms, payment systems,messaging systems, social media and video sharing (Hui et al., 2014b). Activity can beunderstood through the perspective of stakeholders, sites of activity, specific activities,or larger aims of activity, all of which are addressed by this thesis.
Two pieces of research by Hui, Gerber and Greenberg (Hui et al., 2012, 2014b)particularly alignwith the direction of this thesis, through a shared focus on creators anda perspective on activity. In both sets of research the focus is placed on purpose behindactivity.
In Hui et al. (2012), crowdfunding activity understood from the perspective of theproject creator is framed as crowdfunding ‘work’. Due to limited existing research on thesubject, creators lack a sense for the activity and the skills required for crowdfunding, aswell as an understanding for the coordination andmultitasking involved in project work(Hui et al., 2012).
Hui, Greenberg and Gerber (2014b) look not only to specific activities, but to theoverarching purpose of activities as they occur at various periods along thecrowdfunding timeline. These sources emphasise that crowdfunding is not dependentupon one activity but, rather, an intersection of activities that share a reinforcingpurpose. Importantly, too, these activities do not necessarily occur in a linear fashion(Hui et al., 2012) although certain steps logically precede others.
Hui, Gerber and Greenberg (Hui et al., 2014b) identify five types of crowdfunding ‘work’:1. preparing content and prototypes; 2. testing projectmaterials; 3. publicising and
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identifying groups of support; 4. following through with project goals, and; 5.reciprocating resources including both funds (financial) and advice (non-financial).These are similar to the aims identified in Chapter 5 that align with crowdfunding timeperiods: 1. networking and planning; 2. publicising and preparing; 3. motivatingparticipation; 4. delivering on promises, and; 5. engaging.
2.6.2 Social media activity
Social media activity features prominently across crowdfunding. Social media is “a groupof Internet-based applications that build on the ideological and technologicalfoundations ofWeb 2.0, and that allow the creation and exchange of User GeneratedContent.” (Kaplan &Haenlein, 2010, p.61).
Existing research acknowledges the importance of social media: “[c]rowdfunding isradically changing how people raise funds by allowing people to use social media torequest small amounts of funds to support a project.” (Gerber & Hui, 2014, p.1). Theconsistently cited benefit of social media use within crowdfunding is the facilitation ofsocial interaction (Agrawal et al., 2011b; Gerber & Hui, 2014; Moisseyev, 2013;Wash,2013) .
Creatorsmay be active in their projects using “the basic social functionality ofcrowdfunding sites [platforms] or also using the extended functionality of the leadingsocial networking sites” (Moisseyev, 2013, p.16). Research for this thesis featured noparticipants in the former category; all made some use of sites beyond the crowdfundingplatform. Moisseyev (2013) uses the social media classification of Kaplan and Haenlein(2010) to inform a discussion of types of social media, including blogs, social networkingsites, virtual social worlds, collaborative projects, content communities and virtual gameworlds. This thesis particularly identifies the importance of social networking sitesFacebook and Twitter to crowdfunding. A significant amount of social media discussionfocuses on Facebook (Mollick, 2014;Mollick & Kuppuswamy, 2014), though limitedresearch expands the discussion to include Twitter (Lu et al., 2014), or to mentionYouTube or Google Plus (Moisseyev, 2013).
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Social media activity can relate to funding of projects (as addressed in the previoussection on success factors) but can also help to reinforce the discussion of non-financialactivity and its advantages to creators. For instance, social media networks can serve as akey channel for the promotion and themarketing of projects (Gerber et al., 2012).Further, social media activity is a way for creators to collect information and to assessdifferent project components through reactions from the public (Hui et al., 2014b).Existing research also acknowledges benefits from social media in the form of backerinvolvement in projects through collaboration (Moisseyev, 2013).
Social media activity is associatedwith crowdfunding project success in existingcrowdfunding literature due to its ability to facilitate two things: transparent activity,and social networks of support.
Social mediamakes crowdfunding activity “transparent” (Moisseyev, 2013, p.13) and,through this, social media can influence would-be backers and motivate theirparticipation. Social media activity such as ‘likes’ on Facebook serve as “seals ofapproval” (Moisseyev, 2013, p.30)which drive crowdfunding activity. This social mediaactivity is both accessible as well as immediately available to both creator and backer,helping to gauge how popular a projectmight be (Lu et al., 2014). Social media’s abilityto foster connections across social networks leads to crucial project promotion (Lu et al.,2014). This idea has been explored through focus on Facebook and, to a lesser extent,Twitter, and contributes to the importance of communication as a success factorintroduced in Section 2.5.2.
In terms of networks, Facebook activity in particular has been associated with projectsuccess; both Mollick and Kuppuswamy (2014) and Mollick (2014) draw a positivecorrelation between size of Facebook networks (number of Facebook friends) andpositive funding outcomes. Projects with a greater number of Facebook likes are alsomore successful. Interestingly, Moisseyev (2013) distinguishes between ‘likes’ onFacebook and Facebook friends; the former spreads information and shows approval fora project (2013, p.32), whereas the latter can take a long time to cultivate throughrelationship-building. This research on Facebook usewithin crowdfunding confirms theneed for a range of strategies as creators engage with social media across their projects.
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Twitter has beenmentioned in research aiming specifically to predict the success ofKickstarter projects; both financial information (money raised) as well as socialinformation (Tweets and other backer details) are considered to be predictors of success(Etter et al., 2013). Lu et al. consider social media and its impact, not only on outcomes,but also on how it develops: “there are non-negligible connections between the activitiesin social media and the results of crowdfunding projects” (2014, p.4). This researchfocuses on Twitter use in particular, yielding three conclusions about social media usewithin crowdfunding:1. A strong correlation exists between social media promotion and project fundraisingresults, especially in the early stages of funding, pointing to the importance of bothquality and quantity of social media activity;2. Crowdfunding projects benefit from promotion across several channels,simultaneously. There is a lack, however, of research into the range of social mediapossiblewithin crowdfunding projects and the ways in which they could coordinateto help achieve project goals, and;3. The social component of social media helps projects to grow and expand into diversechannels, increasing project exposure (Lu et al., 2014).
2.6.3 The outputs of activity
Crowdfunding activity can contribute to the funding goal of the project. However,outputs can also be non-financial, defined as any activity within the project that is notdirectly contributing to the financial goal. .
In some cases non-financial outputs continue to refer to activity impacting the ‘businessside’ of crowdfunding. Macht andWeatherston discuss the “value add” (2015, p.200)typical for crowdfunding projects, defined as the benefit that backers bring to creatorsand their projects beyond the financial contribution. Other research similarly positionscrowdfunding as a process through which creatorsmay identify additional funders, or
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gain access to press or future employees (Mollick & Kuppuswamy, 2014). Crowdfundingcan assess demand for a specific product, indicate market strengthwhich can supportbids for other sources of funding, buildmarketing buzz for a product, and bring mediaattention to an idea (Mollick, 2014). Macht andWeatherston (2014) identify similarbeneficial outputs to crowdfunding, citing the advantage of media contacts and publicityafforded through crowdfunding, as well as the autonomy of creators. Belleflamme andLambert strengthen the idea of non-financial benefits of crowdfunding, citing outputssuch as understanding the consumer, “getting attention (reducedmarketing costs) andobtaining feedback (market testing,market validation)” (2014, p.3). Lehner emphasisesthe “global outreach” (2013, p.296) that crowdfunding enjoys care of its online activityand associated social media.
Other research focuses on non-financial outputs that aremore social in nature, featuringthe exchange of resources such as love, and status (Greenberg et al., 2013a). Socialrelationships, for example, are cited as outputs of crowdfunding (Gerber et al., 2012).
Non-financial outputs of crowdfunding are associated with variedmotivations toparticipate; for creators, to receive validation and establish relationships, and forfunders to support specific causes of interest and to engage with a creative community(Gerber et al., 2012) . Relationships are further linked to outputs in that backers aremotivated to contribute when there is a sense of trust and relationship betweenstakeholders (Gerber & Hui, 2013). This is illustrated through relationships establishedduring crowdfunding that serve to share and discuss work (Gerber et al., 2012) and thatpersist over the longer-term (Gerber & Hui, 2014). Other outputs include skills-building(Gerber & Hui, 2014), as well as feelings of connectedness to a like-minded communityand the chance to be part of an innovative process (Gerber et al., 2012).
2.7 Crowdfunding: Offline activity andoutputs
This thesis identifies both the value of offline activity to crowdfunding, and the ways inwhich online and offline activity work in tandem to benefit projects. Themajority of thesources cited in the preceding sections refer to crowdfunding activity taking place eitheron the platform itself, or on other online sites. Specific strategies for success (Section 2.5)
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are heavily weighed towards online approaches to ensuring positive project outcomes,such as the use of blogs, email, and online tools for project support (Hui et al., 2014b).
Discussion of offline components of crowdfunding is notably sparse across crowdfundingresearch. This gap has been identified, confirming that, although the Internet helps“facilitate” crowdfunding, it should not “constrain” its use to exclusively online(Müllerleile & Joenssen, 2015, p.3). In response, this thesis prioritises cataloguing offlineactivity, acknowledging its potential influence on stakeholders, crowdfunding timeline,sites and types of activity.
2.7.1 Offline activity
Offline activitywithin crowdfunding is often included within a broader discussion ofgeography and its impact on creators, backers, and project outcomes. Mollick (2014)refers to offline sites of activity through a discussion of geography pertaining to physicallocation and its influence on project outcomes (2.4). An advantage of crowdfunding isthat it removes “geographic limitations” (Mollick, 2014, p.4) and distance-relatedeconomic frictions” (Agrawal et al., 2011b, p.1).
Activity common to early stage investing, such as collecting information, and providinginput, do not rely on geographic proximity for crowdfunding (Agrawal et al., 2011b);indeed, 85% of funds for successful projects originate from backers at least 60 milesaway from creators, and the average distance between creator and backers in projectsstudied was approximately 3,000 miles (Agrawal et al., 2014, p.88). Offline distancebetween backer and funder is also not seen as a barrier to successful funding (Agrawal etal., 2015).
Geography can have an important role in the types of projects initiated as well as thedistribution of these projects, for example, the prevalence of film projects originating inLos Angeles, or technology projects from San Francisco (Mollick, 2014). Agrawal et al.also propose that crowdfunding could support projects of a type thatmight otherwise bechallenging to fund in a certain geography, citingMinnesota’s status as third incrowdfunded technology projects (Agrawal et al., 2014, p.91).
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Geography alsomatters insofar as a larger creative population in the locationwhere theproject creator is based is associated with greater chances of project success (Mollick,2014, p.11). Agrawal, Catalini and Goldfarb’s interest in geography pertains to proximityto backers, and different backer types (2011b, 2014, 2015).
This also includes discussion of offline contacts. Agrawal et al. (2011a) find that theonline nature of crowdfunding tends to positively impact investment in a project becausecollecting project information andmaking an informed choice regarding contribution isnot limited to would-be backers who are geographically close.
The exception is friends and family of the creator; ‘friends and family’ is a group likely tobe composed of offline relationships physically local to the creator (Agrawal et al.,2011a). In this case, where “distance effect appears to proxy for a social effect” (Agrawalet al., 2015, p.253), geography continues to have influence over crowdfunding results.
Friends and family tend to be early-stage backers (Agrawal et al., 2015). These earlybackers are important to projects as theymake significant contributions in the earlystages of funding, and are less likely to be influenced by decisionsmade by others(Agrawal et al., 2011b). This activity can send positive project signals tomore distantwould-be backers (Agrawal et al., 2015). Geography is important to crowdfunding,influencing groups of backers, funding patterns of projects, while also confirming theimportance of social networks, a topic discussed further in 2.8.
Other references to offline activity in crowdfunding research refer to crowdfundingwork, such as using offline as a focus for project promotion and collaboration acrossstakeholders (Gerber & Hui, 2013).
2.7.2 Offline activity for specific crowdfunding subtypes
Some types of crowdfunding projects may bemore prone to include both online andoffline activity, for example:1. Civic crowdfunding, and;2. Crowdfunding for scientific research.
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This is due to project associations with an offline group, offline community, offline site oractivity, or combination thereof (Stiver et al., 2015b).
1. Civic crowdfunding – refers to projects “through which citizens, in collaborationwith government, fund projects providing a community service.” (Stiver et al., 2015a,p.249). A typical example of a civic project is an urban community garden, where thereward is publicly shared (the completion of the garden), and the surrounding offlinecommunity benefitsmost directly from the output (Davies, 2014a).
This idea of a public good as output suggests that it will be “consumed equally bymembers of a community, regardless of their contribution to the production of thegood (the crowdfunding campaign itself)” (Davies, 2014b, p.343). Other commontypes of civic projects, equallywell-suited to shared outputs, are event-based,education and training initiatives (Davies, 2014a). In addition to shared output, it iscommon for civic projects to feature local backers physically surrounding the site ofthe project (Stiver et al., 2015b).
The nature of civic projects – commonly also incorporating stakeholders such as localgovernments, non-profits, and other community actors – lends itself to offlineactivity, often non-financial, such as the coordination of information sessions orvolunteer opportunities (Stiver et al., 2015a). Beyond securing funds, researchsuggests that civic projects are also a way “to forge partnerships across governmentbodies, businesses, and citizens, and to foster the development of local communities.”(Stiver et al., 2015a, p.266).
Participation on certain civic platforms, such as ioby, is encouraged in the form ofoffline volunteering or other non-financial resources asmuch as financialcontributions (Davies, 2014b). Ultimately, online and offline activities in civicprojects do not occur in a vacuum; instead, they reinforce one another, with onlineactivity complementing offline, and offline communities using online activity tostrengthen connections (Stiver et al., 2015b).
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2. Crowdfunding for scientific research – refers to scientists using crowdfunding tofund the progress of their research (Hui & Gerber, 2015). Offline activity in thiscontext particularly relates to outreach and network-building, where scientists areencouraged to communicate offline through public lecture or print media to engagepublic support (Wheat et al., 2013).
These offline activities can also present themselves in the form of rewards, such asguest lectures, dinners, or hosting supporters in the laboratory (Wheat et al., 2013).This range of offline activity suggests value in forging longer-term relationshipsbetween scientist-as-creator, general public, and fellow colleagues in the field (Hui &Gerber, 2015).
The importance of networks, online and offline, remains a common thread acrosssubtypes.
2.8 Crowdfunding: the community element
Research suggests that “formany…investing on a crowdfunding platform is an inherentlysocial activity” (Agrawal et al., 2014, p.73). This is consistent with a central theme of thisthesis, which proposes that crowdfunding is more than a tool for financing and,consequently, involvesmore than just funding-focused activity. Even researchwith astrong focus on the financial aspect acknowledges that crowdfunding as a process canoffer “extra” (Belleflamme et al., 2014, p.586) community benefits to stakeholders,making participation compelling to project creators.
To address the ‘crowd’ of crowdfunding, this thesis discusses the concept of community.This is consideredwith a broad lens, identifying the inclusion of both emotionalinvestment and behavioural investment (Chapter 6.4).
Community has been positioned as a success factor for crowdfunding projects; backermotivation, with access to the creator, involvement with a project of interest, andrecognition and reciprocity all provide incentives to participate (Agrawal et al., 2014).Also, as discussed in 2.6.2, community activity itself helps to predict project success, withFacebook network size serving as a proxy for community (Mollick, 2014).
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Varied language can be used to acknowledge social relationships and identifycommunity; while some research explicitly addresses community (Hui et al., 2014b),other sources use different language to express a social, relational element ofcrowdfunding. These terms are consistent in referring to relationships that are notpurely transactional, but often lack precision ofmeaning. For instance, Agrawal, Cataliniand Goldfarb (2015) use terminology such as “social relationships”, “social networks”,“social ties” and “socially connected individuals” despite never providing firmdefinitions. Hui, Gerber and Gergle (2014a) also use the term “social network” acrosstheir researchwithout definition.
Ultimately, reviewing community provides perspective on themajor themes of thisthesis such as:
x Crowdfunding activity itself, such as networks strengthened through social media, asresearched byMoisseyev (2013) and discussed in 2.6.2.
x Non-financial outputs, such as feedback and exchange, as illustrated by Colombo(2015) and other sources listed in 2.6.3;
x Timeline, including relationships preceding the crowdfunding project, such as friendsand family (Agrawal et al., 2015) described in 2.7.1 and, also;
x Offline illustrations of project support, as presented through the lens of civiccrowdfunding research (Stiver et al., 2015b) and addressed in 2.7.2.
2.8.1 Crowdfunding and community
Despite the importance of the financial component to crowdfunding, “[t]he exchange ofmoney alone cannot fully explain participation…participants exchange resources withthe goal of wanting to learn from and connect with others” (Gerber & Hui, 2013,p.34:23).
However, despite acknowledging that crowdfunding stakeholders “build ad hoc onlinecommunities” (Hui et al., 2014b, p.62) to help execute projects, there is a lack ofresearch aimed at understanding crowdfunding based on “… how communities ofcreators and supporters interact with each other to accomplish crowdfunding goals.”(Hui et al., 2014b, p.64).
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The importance of social networks for crowdfunding project support is confirmed (Huiet al., 2014b). In some cases the benefit of community is implied, in other cases it isdirectly linked to a project’s financial success (Belleflamme et al., 2014). There is noexisting research that specifically links community activity with negative project results,although the absence of networks is associatedwith unsuccessful funding (Mollick,2014).
Despite the acknowledgement of community presence, and even positive impact,within projects, the term community is never formally defined within existingcrowdfunding research. Themost common approach in existing crowdfunding researchis to draw from online community sources. Hui, Greenberg and Gerber borrow from adefinition of online community authored by Kraut et al., citing “any virtual space wherepeople interact to converse, exchange information or resources, learn or play” (2014b,p.63).
Harms (2007), the first research to consider motivations to participation within acrowdfunding community, also looks to definitions of virtual community (Bagozzi &Dholakia, 2002). Furthermore, statements such as “crowdfunding platforms depend onan online social community” (Gerber et al., 2012, p.3) do not specify whethercrowdfunding is perfectly alignedwith existingwork on online communities or whetherthere are important points of differentiation based on factors such as context, purpose,structure, or activity.Whomakes up a community is also inconsistent. Community is often a synonym forcrowdfunding backers: community is referred to as those providing financial support toprojects (Harburg et al., 2015), and the “funding community” (Gerber et al., 2012, p.9).Failing to differentiate types of backers, and different communities within crowdfunding,obscures important stakeholderswithin crowdfunding.
Further refinement of stakeholder groups within crowdfunding can be achieved byunpacking those with a close social relationshipwith the creator using three objectivemeasures of action: those who invest in the creator before any other project; those whoinvest most in the creator’s project, and; those who invest in very few projects beyondthe creator’s (Agrawal et al., 2015, pp.264–265). Crowdfunding community could also be
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extremely inclusive, interpreted as all stakeholders, “all types of creators and funders inthe crowdfunding community” (Gerber et al., 2012, p.2).
2.8.2 Advantages of community
The act of building a network is positioned as an asset to crowdfunding, and can lead to“on-going” and “lasting” (Hui et al., 2014b, p.70) relationships, benefitting both backersand creators. This emphasises crowdfunding’s potential for an extended timeline ofinvolvement. Although both creators and backers are involved in the crowdfundingprocess, community advantages are differentiated by stakeholder category:
For creators, work that occurs due to community can provide significant help to a projectin the form of non-financial contributions such as providing advice, offering skills andfeedback, and initiating project publicity andmarketing (Hui et al., 2014b). Communityhelps in “strengthening commitment to an idea through feedback” (Gerber et al., 2012,p.1). Beyond specific work of crowdfunding, community can also provide creators with ameans through which to “establish connections [and] gain approval” (Hui et al., 2014b,p.64). Community also benefits creators interested inmultiple crowdfunding projects;Davidson and Poor (2015) suggest that raisingmore than one set goal could signal theexistence of a community around a project.
For backers, community can serve as motivation to participate in crowdfunding as ithelps forge “connectedness to a community with similar interests and ideals” (Gerber etal., 2012, p.1). Engagementwith, and contribution to, a community, is a core incentive forbackers to participate in crowdfunding activity (Gerber et al., 2012); crowdfundingprovides potential for social benefits (Belleflamme& Lambert, 2014). In addition tofunding and tangible rewards, belonging to a community is one of five principalmotivations why backers contribute to crowdfunding projects (Hui et al., 2013). Backeradvantages to participation in crowdfunding include being part of a community andhaving a way in which to support causes of interest (Hui et al., 2014b).
Although omitting use of the term ‘community’ explicitly, Agrawal, Catalini and Goldfarbalso address the appeal of crowdfunding’s social component to backers, confirming thatbackers “…commit capital partly to obtain preferential access to the creator (e.g.,
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updates, direct communication) which they value.” (2014, p.73). Backers, then, haveinterest in the project, as well as in being part of the early adopters supporting thecreator themselves.
Advantages of community can also come in the form of financial benefit. Researchaddresses financial “community benefits” (Belleflamme et al., 2014, p.585), positioned asthe backer advantage of having access to a pre-orderingmechanismwhereby thecrowdfunded product is available for earlier purchase.
2.8.3 Crowdfunding work and community
Hui, Greenberg and Gerber (2014b) as well as Belleflamme, Lambert and Schwienbacher(2014) position community as something that creators can developwithin theircrowdfunding projects to help ensure success and make crowdfunding a profitableoption for creators. This thesis, however, suggests that communities can also pre-datecrowdfunding projects or develop independent of creator input; communitywithincrowdfunding is not necessarily dependent upon creator action. This is consistent withfindings suggesting that the structure of crowdfunding itself aids in the development ofcommunity in the case of shared purpose, motivation and goals as presented on theplatform, as well as people engaging through storytelling common to crowdfunding(Duggal & Sassoon, 2015).
The work involved in crowdfunding, including that of cultivating community, iscommonly presented from the perspective of creators. The research of Hui, Gerber andGergle (2014b) identifies challenges that creators face in establishing social networks,focusing on three: understanding them, activating them, and expanding their reach.
Hui, Greenberg and Gerber (2014b) outline five types of work that creatorsmustundertake while crowdfunding; these were discussed in Section 2.6.1. Importantly, theauthorsmaintain that community can have influence over these steps. For example, forthe final step of work, contributing knowledge back to the community, community isinvolved in reciprocity and exchange (Hui et al., 2014b).
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Creators aremotivated in this final step by a sense of responsibility to the community, toprovide support, and to collaborate (Hui et al., 2014b). Creators can use communities toovercome some of the challenges of crowdfunding (Hui et al., 2014b).
Thework of crowdfunding is also captured through discussion of social media, whichaddresses not just where activity occurs, but also what outputs it can facilitate. Forinstance, research confirming the positive impact of social media on projects identifiesimportant sites of crowdfunding activity beyond the platform (Moisseyev, 2013).Focused consideration of Facebook establishes that the number of Facebook connectionspositively correlates to project success (Mollick, 2014). Social media activitywasaddressed withmore detail in Section 2.6.2.
2.8.4 Specific illustrations of crowdfunding and community
Two case studies examine specific illustrations of community within crowdfunding:Muller et al. (2013), and Galuszka and Bystrov (2014).
Muller et al. (2013) highlight the importance of social ties to crowdfunding success.Their research considers crowdfunding as used within a closed community: an existingcompany’s intranet onwhich employees are encouraged to help fund employee-initiatedprojects. AlthoughMuller et al. (2013) do not define the term ‘community’, their researchdescribes shared interest, shared context, and participation. Results of their researchshow that social ties are integral to project funding and that, although the communityachieved high participation rates and individual project goals, outputswere alsocollective in nature, such as collaboration andmeeting collective goals (Muller et al.,2013). Although the closed, corporate community studied is not comparable to the opencommunities featured in this research, the work of Muller et al. (2013) corroborates thecore components of communitywithin crowdfunding as presented in Chapter 6.
Galuszka and Bystrov (2014) profile backers supportingmusic projects on amusic-oriented crowdfunding platform,MegaTotal. They conclude that backers withincrowdfunding can be considered an online community, but are not necessarily (Galuszka& Bystrov, 2014). Note that the backers they studied had a shared interest in music.Online community in the context of their research is determined by a human component
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and a technological component, reinforcing the discussion of crowdfunding as a socio-technical system from Section 2.8.
These case studies illustrate that community within crowdfunding can exist in variouscontexts.
2.8.5 Social capital and crowdfunding
The core idea of social capital is “the significance of relationships as a resource for socialaction” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998, p.242). Applying social capital theory tocrowdfunding simultaneously explains benefit to individuals (e.g., set of resourcesaccessible through personal connections) as well as whole networks (e.g., larger scalecooperation, collaboration) in a way that is consistent with the individual and collectiveadvantages of crowdfunding (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Social capital emphasisesthemes that resonate throughout this thesis such as the presence and the value ofcommunity, and financial and non-financial outcomes.
Though the precise definition of social capital is highly contested (Dasgupta &Serageldin, 2000), its overarching premise is that social networks have value (Field,2003). Social capital has been applied across the social sciences, most popularly insociology through Bourdieu (2011), who emphasises social networks and their resultingbenefits, defining social capital as:
“the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of
a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual
acquaintance and recognition – or in other words, to membership in a group…”
- (Bourdieu, 2011, p.88)
Bourdieu assesses the benefit of these networks as profit (Bourdieu, 2011). Thisapproach to social capital can be critiqued for being overly focused on economic capitalin particular, and for threatening to reinforce social inequalities (Tzanakis, 2013).
Another perspective is provided by Coleman, who describes social capital as “embodiedin relations among persons” (1988, p.S118), reinforcing the bonding element of socialrelationships. Lehner (2014) further emphasises the reciprocity inherent to these
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networks. Coleman acknowledges diversity of social capital, but proposes two commonelements: some social structure, and some action from stakeholders within thatstructure. Social capital, per Coleman’s understanding, is used to achieve outputscollectively that would be otherwise impossible by individuals alone (Tzanakis, 2013).
More recent work on social capital has applied the concept of social capital to explaincontemporary life. Putnam (2000) focuses on social capital within a discussion of civicengagement, particularly discussing the decrease in community ties across the UnitedStates, and its influence on political and economic outcomes. The Internet itself has beenpinpointed as something that can both support and threaten social capital. For example,while some existing research proposes that online activity, such as Facebook use, canpromote positive connections and strengthen social bonds (Ellison et al., 2007),conflicting research suggests that the Internet can foster isolation by replacing in-personsocial connections (Neves, 2013).
Social capital emphasises the value that can exist within stakeholder networks, and thevarious forms that this value can take (e.g., economic, social). This is relevant tocrowdfunding, and consistent with discussion of the importance of networks, such asfriends and family, to funding results (Agrawal et al., 2011a). Social capital has also beenapplied by the following three sources to understand crowdfunding project success:
1. Colombo, Franzoni and Rossi-Lamastra (2015);2. Giudici et al (2013), and;3. Lehner (2014).
1. Colombo, Franzoni and Rossi-Lamastra (2015) apply social capital to explain timingof backers and the importance of early funding contributions to project success. Theauthors specifically identify internal social capital, defined as that cultivatedwithinthe “crowdfunding community” (Colombo et al., 2015, p.75), as a project successfactor.
Internal social capital is used to explain how early backers are drawn to projects, andwhy early contributions are so crucial to project outcomes, as the social capital helps
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signal to would-be backers and counter project uncertainty. Internal social capital ispositively associated with amount of capital secured per project, as well as totalnumber of backers.
In applying social capital to crowdfunding, crowdfunding platforms are identified notonly as sites for funding, but also as “loci of social connections” (Colombo et al., 2015,p.76). This idea of internal social capital fosteredwithin the structure ofcrowdfunding also identifies specific crowdfunding activities, such as funding andfeedback, which cultivate relationships.
2. Giudici et al. (2013) consider creators’ social capital and their influence on projectsuccess. A differentiation is made between two types of social capital: individual (orexclusive) social capital, as indicated through factors such as number of Facebookcontacts, and territorial (or locally shared) social capital, as indicated throughgeographical area (Giudici et al., 2013, p.4). The former is themore influential of thetwowithin crowdfunding, linking to other research citedwithin this chapter such asMollick (2014)’s research on size of Facebook networks and project success. Giudiciet al. (2013) suggest that individual social capital is grounded in social networks andhas a direct correlationwith crowdfunding project success.
3. Lehner uses Bourdieu to identify four forms of capital to understand how theyinteract in the execution of crowdfunding projects: social (“networks of socialconnections”), economic (“material property”), cultural (“common signs andlanguage”) and symbolic (“interpretation of cultural capital within individual normsand values”) (2014, p.482).
Using six platforms – amix of equity and reward-based – Lehner (2014) maintainsthat project success cannot be predicted using metrics as simple as size of networks.Instead, “theremust be something underneath,moderating the resource exchange inthe corresponding networks”, a “complex interplay" (Lehner, 2014, p.479) ofnetworks that transform social capital to economic capital.
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Lehner (2014) proposes a flow of social capital: relationships between those close tothe creator inspire reactions from amore dispersed group of backers. This socialcapital can then stimulate economic capital, if two conditions are in place: first, if athreshold level of social capital is reached by backers in the creator’s primarynetworks and, second, if other forms of capital (cultural, economic, symbolic) issupportive. These four types of capital reinforce one another to the extent thattransformation of social to economic capital is also reliant upon the development ofcultural and symbolic capital (Lehner, 2014, p.494).
This thesis will return to social capital in Chapter 6 as a way of understandingcommunity.
2.8.6 Common identity and common bond theory
Another way to understand communitywithin crowdfunding is through commonidentity and bond theory.
Common identity and common bond theory (Ren et al., 2007) clarifies the ways in whichindividuals can feel attachment: both to a group (common identity) and to anotherindividual (common bond). This is discussed within the context of online community,which is described as having both social and emotional components, and is characterisedby voluntary participation (Ren et al., 2007, p.378).
Ren et al. (2007) begin by outlining various causes for common identity and commonbond attachment.
Common identity is caused by:
x Social categorisation, sharing the same social category be that samemedicalcondition, geography or university affiliation;
x Interdependence, supporting the same aim collaboratively, and;
x Intergroup comparisons, identifying an “out-group” versus an “in-group”) (Ren etal., 2007, p.387).
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Common bond is caused by:
x Social interactionwith others, establishing trust through familiarity;
x Personal knowledge, facilitated through self-disclosure, and;
x Interpersonal attraction, sharing values and priorities.
Beyond establishing cause and affirming that these attachments exist withincommunities, Ren et al. (2007) also propose ways in which attachment can beestablished and sustained. As a result, in addition to being descriptive, this theory is alsoprescriptive, providing specific guidelines formotivating participation withincommunities.
This theory frames crowdfunding within its online context, assesses crowdfunding as anillustration of community, and guides the drafting of design implications to influenceactivity. Although in the literature to date it has only been used within an assessment ofonline community, this theory is applied to the specific context of community withincrowdfunding in Chapter 6.
2.9Summary
Although a broad range of sources address topics related to crowdfunding such ascrowdsourcing, social media, and online community, this chapter focuses exclusively onhow themes central to this thesis have been presented in other work relating tocrowdfunding in particular.
Referring to the areas of focus listed in 2.1, this review of existing research hasaccomplished the following, providing a foundation for the remainder of the thesis:
1. Surveying the evolution of crowdfunding’s definition has generated a sense for thevarious contributing perspectives to the field, as well as perceived core componentparts of the crowdfunding process. This will be expanded in Chapter 4.2. Looking at research of the timeline - both during and outside of the live period - hasset the stage to broaden the limited understanding of activity. Chapter 5 will detailhow different factors during these periodsmight influence areas of interest, such assuccess and outputs
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3. Summarising existing research on success factors has identified specificcontributors to success as well as general approaches to crowdfunding projects,which influence the discussion ofmaximising project success in Chapter 7.4. Considering the full range of activity (financial, non-financial; online and offline) forcrowdfunding allows for a comprehensive catalogue of scope, a discussion initiated inChapter 4 and continued throughout the core content of this thesis.5. Addressing the ‘crowd’ of crowdfunding, the thesis discusses the concept of
communitywith a broad lens, as detailed in Chapter 6.
This chapter is based on the best available evidence on the topic of crowdfunding withinthe research period for this thesis. However, the existing research cited in this chapter isrepresentative of a field that is still evolving. For example, master’s dissertations andacademic blogs were consulted for this chapter, as they offer a contemporaryperspective on the crowdfunding landscape. However, theywere used critically, as theylack peer review. Furthermore, publication time lag could compromise the application ofexisting research findings to a rapidly changing field.
Finally, this chapter identifies overlap of themes across existing researchwhilesimultaneously acknowledging the risk of misinterpretation. Terms such as ‘community’,‘work’, ‘social network’, and ‘success’ can have variable understandings, and are notalways clearly defined within existing research. Amore in-depth appraisal of findings toassess validity of existing research is warranted, but beyond the scope of this thesis.
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Chapter 3: Research approach and methodology
3.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses and justifies the researchmethods used within this thesis, anddetails how the resulting data was analysed. This is achieved through first outlining keymethodological considerations influencing choice of researchmethod (3.2), and thenpresenting themethods, the participants and the process (3.3, 3.4). Finally, this chapterdescribes analysis of collected data (3.5), concluding with a discussion of ethics (3.6) andevaluation (3.7).
3.2 Keymethodological decisions
Several keymethodological decisions shaped research decision-making, as discussedbelow:
3.2.1 Naturalistic Inquiry
This research is consistent with naturalistic inquiry, an approach whose core principlesare inductive, and excludemanipulation of variables by the researcher (Lincoln & Guba,1985, p.8). Naturalistic inquiry recognises that research cannot be value-free; across thisresearch, for instance, the assumption is that crowdfunding is fundamentally good, that itis worth learning how to maximise its success, and that creators’ actions can helpinfluence this.
Naturalistic inquiry focuses on research in a real-world setting, enabling a considerationof participants’ behaviours and choices within the context of crowdfunding as a whole.Criticisms of this approach could be the degree to which participants are influenced byfactors beyond the researcher’s control, or that findings could be subject to variableinterpretation. A discussion of care, interpretation and generalisability (3.8.1) addresseshow these criticisms areminimised.
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This research is consistent with core characteristics of naturalistic inquiry, particularlyin the followingways:
x Encouraging research in its natural setting - naturalistic inquiry suggests thatphenomena cannot be divorced from their contexts, or “fragmented for separatestudy of the parts” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.39). To that end, various crowdfundingstakeholders were interviewed in the pilot study to achieve a full picture of thecrowdfunding process. Further, interviewswere conducted online, the way in whichmost crowdfunding creators interact throughout crowdfunding,maintaining the“entity in context” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.39).
x Highlighting tacit knowledge - naturalistic inquiry recognises the value of makingthe tacit explicit. This is a central theme of this research, cataloguing informationabout activity held by crowdfunding creators and, through this, achieving the“legitimation of tacit (intuitive, felt) knowledge…” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.40).
x Prioritising qualitative research - save for one component part of projectmonitoring (Section 3.4), this research uses qualitative approaches to address howcrowdfunding works. Naturalistic inquiry supports the use of qualitative overquantitativemethods, citing the flexibility of the former in “dealingwithmultiple(and less aggregable) realities” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.40). This adaptability, andability to incorporate the variation across crowdfunding, makes qualitativemethodswell suited for this research. Qualitative research is particularly appropriate giventhe emergent nature of the crowdfunding field, as qualitativemethods help inuncoveringmeaning (Langdridge & Hagger-Johnson, 2013) and buildingunderstanding through answering questions of ‘why’ and ‘how’ (Marshall, 1996,p.522). Qualitativemethods were chosen for their ability to generate “rich,descriptive, contextually situated data” (Mann & Stewart, 2000, p.2) consistent withthe aim of this research: to catalogue crowdfunding activity and, in so doing, toidentify important connections, and relationships.
x Using purposive sampling - naturalistic inquiry focuses on purposive rather thanrandom sampling, which includes participants in research based on a specific
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characteristic. This approach is to increase “the likelihood that the full array ofmultiple realities will be uncovered” (Lincoln &Guba, 1985, p.40). The recruitmentprocess is described further in 3.3.1.
x Applying inductive data analysis - naturalistic inquiry favours inductive dataanalysis, “because that process is more likely to identify themultiple realities to befound in those data; because such analysis is more likely to make the investigator-respondent (or object) interaction explicit, recognizable, and accountable…” (Lincoln& Guba, 1985, p.40). An inductive approach to analysis addresses the exploratorynature of this research and its overarching research question, asking: how doescrowdfunding work? Rather than incoming hypotheses, this research is driven bydeep description.
x Grounding findings in data - findings from naturalistic inquiry are those that flowdirectly from the data, rather than focusing on generalisations or broaderextrapolations (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.42). This approach ensures that the findingsof this thesis hold true for the parameters of the research included, but can only serveas hypotheses for broader application across the field of crowdfunding. A discussionof evaluation and generalisability continues in 3.7.
3.2.2 Multidisciplinarity andmixedmethods
This research is multidisciplinary, as defined by “placing side by side of insights fromtwo ormore disciplines” (Repko, 2012, p.16). As described in Chapter 1, thecrowdfunding landscape incorporates areas such as economics, business, technology,and the social sciences. Multidisciplinarity is particularly suited to ‘real world’ researchquestions, such as understanding crowdfunding activity, as the answer and applicationcannot be limited to one fixed discipline (Repko, 2012). Multidisciplinarywork does notcarry the same responsibility for integration that interdisciplinary work does (Repko,2012).
There was a dearth of existing research on crowdfundingwhen research began in theautumn of 2012. Sources investigated spanned those from business schools, economicsand management perspectives, as well as from design and innovation. These sources are
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detailed in Chapter 2. Furthermore, discussion of related topics and sub-types ofcrowdfunding has incorporated themes from political science, policy and theory (civiccrowdfunding), sociology and anthropology (community), and the natural sciences(academic and research crowdfunding). These further encouragemultidisciplinarity, andalso suggest that research could have applied value across disciplines.
In addition to multidisciplinarity, this research adopts amixedmethods approach,featuring semi-structured interviews, projectmonitoring, and online observation. Thisenabled the examination of various aspects of the same phenomenon, from differentstakeholder perspectives, using different levels of detail and incorporating variedelements such as timeline, social media, and platform features (Mann & Stewart, 2000).
3.2.3 Online research
The geographic range of crowdfunding research participants reinforced theappropriateness of online research, whichwas able to access hard-to-reach populationsand ensure a large and varied sample at no cost (Johns et al., 2004).
Online researchwithin this thesis includes semi-structured interviews as well as projectmonitoring and online observation. Brabham (2010) supports this approach,maintaining that, for contacts made online, it is an appropriate level of intimacy tocommunicate and interview online as well. Other advantages to online research includethe perception that it is less hierarchical, thereby facilitating rapport (Johns et al., 2004).It has also been suggested that online qualitative research is useful to research acrossmany disciplines, suiting themultidisciplinarity of this research (Johns et al., 2004).
Despite overwhelming advantages, online research also introduces challenges. Forinstance, there is a blurring of ‘public’ and ‘private’ spaces online that can be challengingto negotiate (Johns et al., 2004, p.101). To account for this, research has consultedexistingwork and guidelines for online social research (Hine, 2005; Mann & Stewart,2000), as well as given particular attention to various ethical guidelines and theirapplicability to the online space, as discussed further in 3.7.
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3.2.4 Project creator focus
At the outset of research, crowdfunding stakeholders were broadly identified by threeprimary categories: creators, backers, and platforms. A fourth category of stakeholder,featuringmuch less prominently in discussion of crowdfunding activity, is beneficiaries,those who benefit from the outcome of a project even if they themselvesmake nospecific contribution. Given their limited role in crowdfunding activity, and thechallenges of identification and recruitment, beneficiaries were not targeted as semi-structured interview participants.
As a result of pilot interviewswith creators (n = 2), backers (n = 2) and platforms (n = 2),research focus was redirected towards project creators exclusively for their ability toprovide rich detail on the full timeline of crowdfunding, including motivations tocrowdfund, strategic decision-making, and online and offline supports.
Backers and platformswere deprioritised as participants for semi-structured interviewsfor the following reasons:
1. ‘Backers’ was too diverse a category of participant given the scope of this research.Pilot interviews revealed too broad a range of motivations and related activity frombackers to address the overarching question of the thesis. The backers interviewedfor the pilot study were also unable to offer deeper perspective on thecrowdfunding project in terms of either timeline or activity.
2. Platforms are central sites of activity for themajority of projects included in thisresearch. The pilot study included interviewswith both a communitymanager as wellas a founder of a platform, reasoning that these roles would be well positioned toaddress questions related to project processes, creator choices, and groups ofbackers. However, these pilot interviews suggested that employees of platforms lackan ability to richly discuss details such as affiliated community groups, as well asactivity beyond the platform. Although the pilot interviews provided strongbackground information on the functional role of platformswithin crowdfunding, apoint addressed in Chapter 4.4, creators’ perspectives on their ability to use andengage with the
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platform, its features, and its supports over the course of the project wasmore usefulto addressing the central research question.
By engagingwith a creator focus, this research provides perspective on creator decision-making and ways to support project success, while also highlighting insights related toactivity and time. Adopting a creator focus supports future crowdfunding creatorsthrough insights informed by the experience of past creators.
3.3 Understanding the landscape
Due to its rapid growth, maintaining an updated understanding of the crowdfundinglandscapewas crucial during the 2012 – 2015 research period. This was accomplishedthrough publicmedia such as news sites and blogs reporting crowdfundingdevelopments. Evenmore importantly, this entailed general observation of platformsand projects. These steps were essential to crowdfunding research as they:1. Ensured an updated sense for the rapidly changing crowdfunding landscape.Maintaining Google alerts for top crowdfunding news, scanning leading platforms’blogs and posted statistics, and searching social media for developments in the fieldthrough targeted keyword searches all contributed to an on-going contextualisationof research within this evolving field;
2. Allowed for a review of many illustrative examples of crowdfunding projects, anumbermuch larger than those facilitated by the time-intensive processes of semi-structured interviews or project monitoring, and;
3. Confirmed that crowdfunding researchwas reflecting the crowdfunding landscape inpractice. For example, having identified the importance of timing to crowdfundingthrough semi-structured interviews, observation reviewed the launch of Indiegogo’s‘InDemand’ and Kickstarter’s ‘Spotlight’ features in 2015, both aiming to extendcrowdfunding activity beyond live funding. This helped emphasise value of researchand its application.
The only criteria for inclusion in observation was that content conform to the researchparameters outlined in Chapter 1.2: reward-based crowdfunding, accessible to the public
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and using a designated crowdfunding platform, in order to raise funds in support of aspecific project featuring fixed details and exchange between creator and backer.
Through the following steps, observation facilitated industry updates, introduction ofadditional crowdfunding detail, familiarisationwith platforms, and reflection over abroad selection of projects, all of which contributed to an understanding of the landscapewithinwhich this research fits:
x Pinterest15 was used to create different ‘boards’ for categories of content relevant tocrowdfunding, including ‘pinning’ examples of successful and unsuccessful projects.Pinterest also enabled sharing and networking with others interested in the topic;
x Flipboard16 was used to categorise articles from industry and public media, as well asto borrow and share from others interested in the field;
x Twitter17 was used for updates on not only crowdfunding news, but alsocrowdfunding discussions. Thiswas facilitated through following crowdfundingaccounts, but also through searches using relevant hashtags (e.g., #crowdfunding,#Kickstarter, #civiccrowdfunding), and;
x A researcher diarywas maintained to help place the researcher within context,featuring both objective details of projects as well as subjective feelings (Spradley,1980, p.58). This diary features details of projects, creator choices, and platformdevelopments. The researcher diary also includes thoughts inspired by newsmediastories on crowdfunding, or casual email correspondences with platforms or creatorsthat were not part of either interviews or project monitoring. Finally, this journaldocuments methodological decision-making, such as outlining justifications forcertain choices across the span of research, and considering additions and exclusionsto the interview protocol. The researcher diarywas sufficiently detailed to includeconnections not only within, but also across, projects and to begin the process of link-making and hypothesis generation.
15ResearcherPinterestaccount: (http://www.pinterest.com/alexandrainto)16ResearcherFlipboardaccount: (https://flipboard.com/@cansti)17 ResearcherTwitteraccount: (http://www.twitter.com/cansti)
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3.4 Semi-structuredinterviews
Semi-structured interviewswere chosen for their ability to engage in a focused, detailedway with project creators about the full timeline of crowdfunding, from seedling ideathrough to project execution. Given the nature of the research questions, semi-structured interviewswere appropriate for appreciating subjective experiences, but alsofor extracting common themes (Sharp et al., 2007).
Semi-structured interviews featuredmore open than closed-ended questions (Sharp etal., 2007, p.299). General questions, such as prompting creators “tell me about how youcame to use crowdfunding for your project?”, encouraged participants to highlightcrowdfunding components of particular interest and value (Mann & Stewart, 2000, p.75).Although the unstructured nature of these questionsmade immediate comparisonsacross interviews challenging, the rich detail provided by creators in semi-structuredinterviewswasmore valuable than conforming to a structured, closed protocol. Open-ended questions encouraged storytelling, which naturally isolated themes of particularrelevance to creators. Additionally, through analysis (3.6.1), comparisons acrossinterviewswere enabled at the thematic level.Interviews followed a rough protocol of questions and themes per interview. Theflexibility of semi-structured interviews also provided sufficient opportunity for creatorinput, additions, and redirects beyond the protocol. This facilitated not only in-depthunderstanding per interview, but also validation of themes across interviews.
3.4.1 Participant recruitment and sample size
Research participants were recruited in the following ways:1. Outreach to personal and professional networks, including onlinemailing lists suchas the Association of Internet Researchers (AoIR), E-Campaign Forum (ECF) and alsogeneral lists such as onlinemessage boards at The Open University;2. Direct targeting for interviews, as a result of mediamentions, a stated publicwillingness to share experiences, or presentation of crowdfunding particulars atpublic venues (e.g., Social MediaWeek 2014) and;3. Recruitment through snowball sampling (Goodman, 1961).
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This approach to recruitment is appropriate for the purposes of this research as itenabled access to those creators bothwilling and able to provide deep detail aboutcrowdfunding.In order to learn about the full range of crowdfunding activity, from pre-launch throughto post-project, semi-structured interview recruitment focused on creators of completedprojects. Of the interview participants, most had just completed their first crowdfundingproject, while others (n = 3) had experience over a number of projects. All but two of theproject creators interviewed had successful projects. Although research was open toincluding creators of unsuccessful projects, these individuals weremore challenging toidentify as well as to confirm as participants, due to limited online activity and lessinterest in sharing their crowdfunding experience. As a result, creators of successfulprojects are featured disproportionately.In terms of geographic distribution, research participants were predominantly fromNorth America and the United Kingdom. These areasmirror two of themost significantcrowdfundingmarkets (Massolution, 2015), and also acknowledge crowdfunding’s pointof origin, for the former, and the research’s point of origin, for the latter.In terms of platform distribution, projects were hosted across eleven crowdfundingplatforms, including general (e.g., Indiegogo, Rockethub), specialised (e.g., Buzzbnk,Experiment) and independent platforms, sites established specifically to help fund oneproject in particular. The strongest platform representation was Kickstarter (n = 10).The table in Appendix 1 provides further detail on the projects represented throughsemi-structured interviews.
In terms of sample size, number of participantswas driven by the point at which newinterviews ceased to unearth new insights (Mason, 2010). Rich qualitative interviewstend to require fewer in number; despite variations across project particulars, corethemeswere reiterated across themajority of interviewswithin this research.
Considerationswithin the structure of doctoral research - such as access, time andresources - are also important contributing factors to the research structure (Mason,2010). Other considerations include the nature of the topic (themore clearly defined, the
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fewer participants required), and the quality of data (the stronger the data, the fewer theparticipants needed) (Morse, 2000).
3.4.2 Stage 1: Pilot
A pilot round of semi-structured interviews (n=6) was conducted in Spring 2013. Thispilot served to:1. Test interview questions, as well as establish the general suitability of semi-structured interviews for this research;2. Identify themeans throughwhich semi-structured interviews could be bestconducted at a distance;3. Indicate the crowdfunding stakeholders (creator, backer, platform) best suited toanswer the research questions.
Pilot interviews also provided an opportunity to evaluate different approaches to onlineinterviewing: email, instant messenger (IM) via Gchat, and Skype.
There was interest in exploring IM and e-mail interviewing for the pilot as, by notrequiring transcription, these approaches eliminate all risk of transcription bias (Mann &Stewart, 2000). Furthermore, IM interviews are accessible to the participant should theywish to review content, and are time stamped (Brabham, 2010). This idea wasencouraged by existing research choosing IM to interview online community members,wherein the researchermaintained that online interviews are the appropriate level ofintimacy for contacts made online (Brabham, 2010).
To consider the various possible stakeholders involved in crowdfunding, the pilotinterviews incorporated backer, creator, and employees of platforms. It was anticipatedthat all three groups could bring perspective to the central research questioninvestigating how crowdfunding works. Three separate protocols were drafted to tailorquestions for the three categories of stakeholders.
Online interviewing by text hadmixed results. For example, in the case of one researchparticipant whose native language was not English, interviewing via email provided timeto think and to carefully craft responses. In other cases, however, asynchronous
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communication via email restricted the ability to have discussion probes, additions, or ‘inthemoment’ edits.
Further details from the six pilot interviews are in Table 6.
Table 6: Pilot breakdown: semi-structured interviews
Pilot: Semi-structured interviews
Participant Interview type Stakeholder category“E” Skype BackerFuture Funder Email and Skype Platform“G” Skype BackerHomeroom Email and IM CreatorSmoothe Operator Email and IM CreatorSpacehive Skype Platform
As a result of the pilot interviews two important decisions weremadewhichwereapplied to the semi-structured interviews to follow: the use of Skype, and the focus oncrowdfunding creators exclusively.
Across the six pilot interviews, Skype interviews proved to be themethod best suited tothe extended answers encouraged by the interview protocol. Skype interviews alsoyielded the richest detail. Skype was chosen over phone as it enables voice or video callalongside a chat function; as a result, researcher and participant could share links, copyand paste details from projects, and review details simultaneously during the interview.Furthermore, by requiring transcription, interviews via Skype enabled the researcher toengage with an additional stage of analysis.
The pilot interviews further confirmed the value of a creator focus to this research, adecision outlined in 3.2.4. Due to their project involvement from first idea through tofinal execution, creators were best positioned to discuss the full process of crowdfunding,the range of both financial and non-financial activity, and the various sitesand stakeholders involved. The following section discusses the semi-structured interviewprocesswith crowdfunding creators.
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3.4.3 Stage 2: Creator interviews, process and protocols
Semi-structured interviewswith project creators (n = 26, excluding the two pilotinterviews) occurred between Autumn of 2013 and Summer of 2014 (Appendix 1). Theprojects themselves were live between 2012 and 2014.
All semi-structured interviews followed the same process. Interviewswere, on average,30 – 45minutes in length. As determined following the pilot, interviewswere conductedvia Skype. All interview participants were given a document describing the researchbeing conducted, relevant contact information for queries, details of their participation,and how it would contribute to research. All participants provided their informedconsent.
Interviewswere audio recorded. The interview process generated five documents perinterview:1. A project information sheet featuring key details about the project;2. An interview protocol with tailored questions;3. A document of researcher notes taken during the interview;4. A document of interview impressions drafted immediately following the interview,and;5. A transcribed copy of the interview, completed by the interviewer.
All five of these documents were completed for all creator interviews, in advance of dataanalysis (3.5).The project information sheet was compiled after the participant had confirmed theinterview. Compiling the information sheet involved summarising important details perproject, conducting online searches formediamentions or other references to theproject or its creator, and listing all known online and offline sites of activity (Figure 2).In doing so, the researcher developed a preliminary sense for types of activity across theproject, as well as creator decision-making. Furthermore, this process both establishedbackground details, as well as identified possible questions to include in the interviewprotocol.
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Figure 2: Example of project information sheet as compiled for Kollektiv Gallery interviewThe protocol per interviewwas set in order to ensure a degree of consistency acrossinterviews, and to facilitate the identification of themes from creator to creator. Allparticipants were asked similar questions relating to crowdfunding process, schedule,tools and support, online as well as offline activity, and project strategies. Questionswere open-ended, allowing the participant to take the interview in a direction of interestto them (Mann & Stewart, 2000, p.75). The researcher occasionally followed up withspecific focused questions to probe formore detail. This approach captured theindividual experience of each participant, as well as incorporated the diversity acrosscrowdfunding, while still allowing for general replicability and comparisons acrossinterviews in light of shared questions (Rogers et al., 2011). A sample protocol,illustrating the themes represented in semi-structured interviewswith creators, isincluded in Appendix 3.
Researcher notes involved shorthand and in-the-moment observations or notations overthe course of the interview. The format of Skype interviews enabled subtle note takingwithout risk of disruption to the flow of conversation. These in-the-moment notes
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contributed to the drafting of detailed interview impressions once the interview hadconcluded.Interview impressions were written immediately following each interview. Thesereflections, typically 3 – 5 typed pages, captured thoughts on the content of theinterview, the interview’s relationship to other empirical work completed, and majorthemes emerging. Especially as the interviews progressed in number, the interviewimpressions document served tomake connections, to draw similarities, and also toidentify outliers. The impressions document also helped note specific stories ormoments of particular value to the thesis, which could be flagged during transcription.These impressions documents were also circulated within the supervision team as asummary of the interview. This resulted in fruitful group discussion and, occasionally,the tailoring or re-ordering of questions from the interview protocol.Finally, the researcher transcribed interviews by hand. Doing so enabled another step toanalysis, with the researcher able to think through the flow of the interview as a whole,highlight particularly important interview quotes, and take note of sections of particularrelevance to the thesis (Hammersley, 2010). The process of transcription represented animportant first step for analysis (Bird, 2005), and the output of transcription was centralto data analysis, detailed in 3.6.
3.5 Projectmonitoring
3.5.1 Introduction and influences
Monitoring of crowdfunding projects was characterised by the daily recording of projectdetails over four pre-selected projects.
Monitoring conforms to the idea of “non-participation” (Spradley, 1980, p.59), anunobtrusive form of research that features no involvement in activities and nointeractions with people18. Monitoring also focuses on online, in-context observation
18One project creatorwhose project (You Should Totally Meet) was included in project monitoring, waseventually also used as a participant in semi-structured interviews.
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which can be directly recorded and also help provide perspective through viewing “thefamiliar as strange” (Mann & Stewart, 2000, p.84).
Projectmonitoring is consistent with naturalistic inquiry, as described in Section 3.2.1.Monitoring is in themoment, in-context research making use of publicly accessibleinformation to assess activities, and even patterns of activities, over several time periodsof a project.
Projectmonitoring helped to develop an understanding of:
x Implicit rules of the crowdfunding process, such as incorporation of social media, orcirculation of creator-generated project updates;
x Typical on-platform interactions;
x Points of interaction between stakeholders;
x Individual project statistics (e.g., length of project, number of funders), and;
x Varied sites of activity.
Furthermore, projectmonitoring served as a complement to semi-structured interviews.While interviews provided one stakeholder perspective on one project, sharedretrospectively, monitoring enabled both a granularity of detail and specificity throughthe dynamic daily progress of a project.
3.5.2 Focused projectmonitoring (n = 4)
Four projects weremonitored, systematically and in-depth, on a daily basis. This entailedfollowing all online activities associatedwith the project, and recording their key details.
Projects targeted formonitoringwere opportunistically selected: onemonitored projectwas identified from a personal connection, two through online discussion groups, andthe fourth through the creator contacting the researcher. Although a limitation of thisapproach, opportunistic selectionwas necessary to capture activity in advance of the livefunding given that projects are rarely within the public domain preceding launch.Further project details are listed in Table 7 as well as in Appendix 2.
Chapter 3: Research approach andmethodology
74
Table 7: Four projects included in project monitoring from pre- to post- funding
Project Platform SuccessfulCanary in a Coal Mine Kickstarter Yes
Defying Dementia JustGiving On-goingReactive Grip Kickstarter NoYou Should Totally Meet Indiegogo No
Due to the timing of projects, from 2013 through to 2015, projectmonitored contributedto the research process in various ways; building the researcher’s foundationalknowledge about crowdfunding, informing protocol development for semi-structuredinterviews, and also strengthening the development of key research themes. Pre-launchmonitoring involved observing and recording any social media or website activityrelated to the project. Post-funding,monitoring was guided by project-related activity;once this stalled, regular observation ceased. Sites of completed projectswere revisitedseveral months post-funding to note whether any significant updates or activity hadbeen posted in the interim. Live funding was themost activity-dense period formonitoring. Table 8 provides a summary of themonitoring timeline as well as the rangeof sites monitored.
Table 8: Four projects and their corresponding project monitoring timelines
Project Days
Live
Monitoring periods Sites monitoredCanary in aCoal Mine 31 15 days pre-launch, live period,continued Facebook, direct emailand Twitter monitoring Facebook, Twitter,YouTube, Tumblr,website, platform; alsomedia scans, includingdiscussion fora
DefyingDementia on-going19 9 days pre-launch, 162 days of thelive funding (on-going fundingmodel) Facebook, Twitter,YouTube, platform; mediascans
19 Defying Dementia, funding on JustGiving.com, is funding using anon-going fundingmodel. This involvesno set timeline; the project continues to accept donations as long as the funding goal remains unmet.
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Project Days
Live
Monitoring periods Sites monitoredReactiveGrip 36 Website, blog and Facebookactivity 10 months pre-crowdfunding, live period, drop-offof activity with the exception ofnewwebsite content
Facebook, Twitter,YouTube, website,platform; media scans,convention promo
You ShouldTotallyMeet 40 Facebook activity 11 months pre-crowdfunding, live period, someFacebook activity post-project Facebook, Twitter,YouTube, website,platform; media scans
Monitoring included visiting project sites of activity and noting details of activity,followed by research notes on the full range of activities involved in a project. Thisoccasionally also included reference to offline activities, whichwere either promotedonline in advance, or summarised online after the fact. However, themajority of themonitored content referred to online activity. The information recordedwas acombination of quantitative detail to illustrate flows of activity (e.g., # of Facebookfollowers over time) as well as qualitative (e.g., detailed creator updates posted online).Specific details of monitored information per site include:
Platform:1. Number of funders2. Amount funded3. Number of funders per incentive (or ‘reward’) level4. Number of shares to social media channels5. Number of comments6. Nature (tone, content) of comments7. Posts from creators8. Notable activity
Socialmedia:
Facebook1. Number of Likes
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2. Number ‘Talking About’3. Content (text)4. Content (photo, video)
Twitter1. Number following2. Number of followers3. Type of followers: individuals, institutions, other projects4. Number of Tweets5. Content of Tweets6. Project hashtag use7. Discussion surrounding Tweets (‘Favourites’, ‘Re-tweets’, comments in directresponse to content)
YouTube1. Number of views2. Number of comments3. Number of subscribers4. Nature of content of videos
Miscellaneous, as applicable1. Website updates2. Website references to crowdfunding3. Publicmediamentions4. Guest blog posts5. Backer-generated content (e.g., video, photo, blog in support of the project)6. Online fora discussionsFor each day of live funding, project progress was recorded, making particular note ofspikes and troughs of activity. Thiswas complemented by in-the-moment researcherfield notes and screen captures of content that incorporated illustrations of creatordecision-making, patterns of activity, outliers and inconsistencies. These notes allowedfor deeper insight into the activity of crowdfunding, as well as the stakeholders involved.
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Field notes also were used to generate preliminary hypotheses, make connections, andpose questions (Figure 3).
Figure 3: Excerpt from field notes
3.6 Dataanalysis
Data analysis of the semi-structured interviews as well as themonitored projectinformation occurred at several stages. The primary approach to analysis was thematicanalysis (3.6.1).
3.6.1 Thematic analysis
Thematic analysis is “a method for identifying, analysing, and reporting patterns(themes)within data” (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.79). Driven by stated researchobjectives as well as the interpretation of data, thematic analysis uncovers patterns andalso helps identify relationships (Thomas, 2006).
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Thematic analysis was chosen for analysis because it supports an inductive approach toinsight generation, meaning that codes and themes were guided by the data to varyingdegrees of focus (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.83). For instance, the pilot was exploratoryand exclusively data-driven, whereas later semi-structured interviewswere alsoinformed by preliminary ideas about emerging themes.
Though grounded theory was also considered for analysis, the flexibility of thematicanalysis was more appropriate for this research (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Rather thana focus on the generation of theory, the research questions structuring this thesis weremore suited to the identification of key concepts and patterns across crowdfunding, asprioritised by thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Thematic analysisrecognises the value of identifying the themes themselves, both within and across data,and acknowledges that the researcher does not function within either a theoretical oran epistemological vacuum (Braun and Clarke, 2006: 84).
Central to the process of thematic analysis is the generation of codes, and the subsequentidentification of themes. Codes are “labels…assigned to data fragments defined as havingsome commonmeaning or relationship.” (Carpenter & Suto, 2008, p.116). Themes areidentified after the codes are sorted, resulting in a list of broad themes representing“something important about the data in relation to the research question” (Braun andClarke, 2006, p.82). For example, in Figure 4, ‘community elements’ was the theme, andthe related codes included topics such as engagement, ‘exchange, reciprocity’ and‘mentoring’.
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Figure 4: Illustration of thematic analysis: theme and its related codesVarious tools can assist in thematic analysis. For this research, the tool NVivo (Bazeley &Jackson, 2013) was used. Alternatives considered included coding ‘by hand’ usingWordor Excel, and other programs, such as SPSS. Ultimately, NVivo was chosen for its ability toquery the data in infinite ways, and to embrace a flexible, iterative process without pre-identified set themes.
The phases of thematic analysis within this researchmirror those proposed by Braun andClarke (2006). Table 9 lists phases in the left column, and specific details of its applicationto crowdfunding research on the right:
Table 9: Steps used for thematic analysis, as structured by Braun and Clarke (2006)
Phase (Braun andClarke, 2006, p.87) Application within thesis (specific page references to Braun andClarke in parentheses)
1. Familiarising with
data
“Immersion” (87) in data occurs through repeated reading of thedata.This began with the transcription process, and included the draftingof accompanied notes capturing impressions and possible themes ofinterest. Data was reviewed per interviewwhen it was first recordedand transcribed, and then also read several additional times over thecourse of research. This was the very first stage in identifyingcommonalities, as well as outliers, across interviews.
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Phase (Braun andClarke, 2006, p.87) Application within thesis (specific page references to Braun andClarke in parentheses)
2. Generating initial
codes
For this research, the list of codes used for the first round of thematicanalysis was data-driven; the list began broadly, andwas informedby some of the thinking emerging from the previous phase ofanalysis. Using NVivo, coding occurred by highlighting and namingexcerpts from the transcripts. The same transcript excerpt can benamed with several different codes simultaneously.Coding was done in three primary ‘batches’; the pilot, the first roundof creator interviews, and then the second round of creatorinterviews. A fourth and final round of coding, going through allinterviews together, was done to ensure no important codes weremissed.
3. Searching for themes Many codes emerged from the previous phase. At this stage, researchconsidered the range of codes listed, and began to generate clusters.This phase considers relationships between codes, and alsoidentifies bothmajor and ‘sub’-themes. From this process themajorthemes of time and community began to emerge.
4. Reviewing themes Refining the themes from the preceding phase, reviewing themesinvolved merging themes together as well as breaking them apart(e.g., theme: “off-platform activity” was broken down into “online”and “offline”).Two steps were involved in this process: 1. reviewing the data codedunder each theme, and confirming that they adhere to the theme,and; 2. considering themes as awhole, and assessing the extent towhich they accurately represent the content of the semi-structuredinterviews.
5. Defining and naming
themes
Defining involved summarising the “essence’ (92) of the theme andits relevance to research. Refinement determined whether themescould be further differentiated, and if they required further breakingdown.This phase also helped eliminate themes from consideration.
6. Producing the report The final phase in analysis involved drafting a report (circulatedinternally to the supervision team) which “illustrates the story” (93)of the themes.In this step themes were extracted from NVivo intoWord, described,and ‘read’ together. This phase clarified the argument that thesethemes make in favour of the research question. In the case of thisresearch, the report also helped in the focusing and formalising ofmore specific research questions.The phases listed in Table 9 were repeated. Re-engagingwith the data, re-coding, re-categorising and re-defining themes occurred throughout the process of thematicanalysis. Analysis was iterative, and involved four passes at coding (phases 2 through 5,
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above). Wengraf (2001) confirms that this is an appropriate approach for semi-structured interviews maintaining that, due to their subtlety and reliance uponcontextual understanding, they requiremore analysis.
3.6.2 Data per research question
Different research methods, and combinations of methods, were used to answer thequestions structuring this thesis. Table 10 summarises the research methods employedper core content chapter (Chapters 4 – 7), detailing the suitability of methods for specificquestions, as well as the particular perspective they provided.
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Table 10: Summary of researchmethod per questionswithin the thesis
Chapter Question Research used4 What is the specific
activity across
crowdfunding?
Research used to address this question came from all facets of research: semi-structured interviews, as wellas online project monitoring.Crowdfunding activity was revealed through semi-structured interview questions asking creators to sharedetails of their crowdfunding process, or to outline the sites of activity most useful to them. Interviewtranscripts were coded using NVivo, per the guidelines of thematic analysis.Daily project monitoring explored the same activities central to projects. Through recording activity on adaily basis, project monitoring was able to corroborate interview findings on a different scale.
Where does
crowdfunding
activity occur?
Identifying the locations of crowdfunding activity used research from semi-structured interviews as well asfrom project monitoring.Sites of activity were revealed through interviews with project creators; these details emerged both throughgeneral creator answers as well as more targeted questions, such as one inquiring specifically about socialmedia use within projects. It was through the former type of conversational answer from creators that‘hidden’ sites of activity within crowdfunding projects were revealed. Project monitoring further reinforcedthese sites of activity, highlighting those most commonly used through daily recording of details per site.
Why, what purpose
do different
activities serve?
Answering this question relied predominantly on the rich detail provided by project creators during semi-structured interviews.Interviews helped to identify activities, and then to confirm their strategic purpose to crowdfunding projects.In some cases, creators interviewed were able to anticipate value of activities within their crowdfundingprojects. In most cases, however, the full value of activities was revealed only in hindsight. In this case,several rounds of coding using thematic analysis occurred. This included coding for any mention of ‘value’ tothe process (both financial and non-financial), positive sentiment regarding activity (i.e., sense for what‘works’), as well as mention of aims and goals. As ‘purpose’ is a broad concept, analysing transcripts toanswer this question required the adoption of an interpretive lens. Accuracy was maximised in this process
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Chapter Question Research usedby ensuring that the same researcher conducted interview, transcription, and coding. This contributedtowards consistency and also ensured that in cases of tone or ambiguous wording, the researcher had amorecomplete sense for the context.
Who drives
crowdfunding
activity?
This question was answered through use of pilot interviews with backers and funders, as well as the tworounds of semi-structured interviews with project creators. This was also supplemented by onlineobservation of the crowdfunding landscape.Although the two principle rounds of semi-structured interviews were conducted with crowdfunding projectcreators, this thesis benefits from the perspective provided by the pilot round of semi-structured interviewsin which backers and platforms were also interviewed. These interviews were coded using thematic analysisand helped identify the types of crowdfunding activity originating from different crowdfunding stakeholders.Interviews with project creators provided great detail insofar as many had planned carefully forcrowdfunding and its promotion. As a result, creators were able to identify groups of active stakeholders inaddition to instances of project activity that they themselves had initiated. This was somewhat projectdependent, however; not all creators were able to identify the various initiators of activity across theirproject.Project monitoring helped to complement this, as on certain sites it was possible to track whetherinformation (e.g., photo uploads) originated from creator, the platform, or another stakeholder (e.g.,individual backer, larger institution).5 What are the time
periods of
crowdfunding
activity?
Answers to the question regarding crowdfunding time periods were provided using semi-structuredinterviews with project creators. These interviews were coded using thematic analysis. In addition to explicitmention of time, coding was done to incorporate implied mentions of time (e.g., “Y occurred after X”,suggesting a chronological progression).From these semi-structured interviews, some hypotheses about time periods across the crowdfundingprocess were generated. These hypotheses were then applied to the data from the project monitoring inorder to assess whether the identified periods were consistent.
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Chapter Question Research used
What activity
occurs per time
period?
Two approaches to research addressed activity per crowdfunding time period. The first is semi-structuredinterviews. Through discussion of the crowdfunding process, creators mapped project activity onto thecrowdfunding timeline. However, creator interviews varied in their specificity, in part due to the style of eachindividual research participant, but also because of different memories of detail. This approach helpedsuggest general conclusions – e.g., Facebookwas used before live funding – but lacked precision.The second approach was the daily monitoring of projects. This provided details of four projects and theactivities across them immediately preceding funding, during live funding, and at select moments post-funding. Answering this question also draws on the analysis required from the previous chapter in whichfoundational knowledge about crowdfunding activity (who, what, where, why, how) was outlined.6 How is community
within
crowdfunding
characterised?
Data answering this question was primarily collected through semi-structured interviews with projectcreators. In this case, the language around community varied; some creators used ‘community’ as a term,unprompted, whereas others used terminology such as ‘group’ or referred to ‘engagement’ or‘neighbourhoods’. Within the context of the semi-structured interviews, transcripts were coded usingthematic analysis for reference to the concept of community even if the language varied from interview tointerview.Literature on community, especially that pertaining to online community, also helped to generate a sense forthe meaning of community, and its component parts. This enabled a consideration of projects generallythrough online observation, including the four projects specifically monitored, through the lens ofcommunity. The projects included in research therefore served dual purpose: both to help shape a definitionof community within crowdfunding, and to illustrate examples of community.
How does
communitymatter
to crowdfunding?
Information to answer this question was collected through semi-structured interviews with project creators.In addition to semi-structured interviews identifying illustrations of community, on a project-by-projectbasis transcripts were reviewed to identify core components and also specific outputs of community withincrowdfunding.The Stevenson Square project provided a specific illustration of advantages of community to crowdfunding,emphasising the potential of offline community as well as non-financial activity to projects. This informationwas provided first through semi-structured interviews, but also supplemented through online review ofmedia, platform information and social media posts on the project.
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Chapter Question Research used7 Which underlying
principles support
crowdfunding
success?
Data for this question was derived from the consolidation of information from the preceding two chapters.Through considering the information in the preceding chapters, a sense for underlying principles supportingproject success was developed.In addition to the information presented in the preceding chapters, answering this question drew from bothsemi-structured interviews and monitored project information. Identifying underlying principles requiredconsideration of overarching themes from empirical work. As a result, thematic analysis and coding in NVivowere particularly used for this section.
What are the
essential steps for
project success?
This question considered component parts common to crowdfunding projects. The aimwas to pair thebroader characteristics from earlier in the section (e.g., communication, transparency) with the physicalrealities of projects. Identifying essential steps is the result of both semi-structured interviews and projectmonitoring. To a lesser extent, observing the crowdfunding landscape also helped to strengthen perspectiveon essential project steps.
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3.7 Ethics, consent and participant privacy
Ethical approval to carry out research with human participants was obtained from TheOpen University’s Ethics Committee. An original ethics proformawas submitted to theHuman Research Ethics Committee (HREC) in June 2013. The ethics application wasmodified, as approved by the Chair of the HREC, to reflect changing considerations forcrowdfunding research and the anonymity of projects usedwithin this research (April2014).
Online research introduces additional ethical considerations (Langdridge & Hagger-Johnson, 2013). In addition to the ethical procedures guiding work at The OpenUniversity, the Association of Internet Researchers’ report on ethical decision-makingwas consulted for its perspective on use of language within online communication,researcher self-presentation, and consideration for public and private online spaces(Markham &Buchanan, 2012).
The ethics process for semi-structured interviews involved, first and foremost,confirming informed consent and voluntary participation for every participant. Thisinformed consent was reinforced at three stages:
1. Potential participants received an information sheet with details of the research, aswell as a consent form to sign should they be willing to participate. This consent formalso welcomed questions, provided participantswith contact information of theresearcher and supervisors, and clarified the range of possible use for the research,specifically limiting it to the thesis and any related academic publications;
2. Participants elected to ‘join’ the Skype call, and the researcher verbally confirmedconsent before beginning;
3. Before, during, and after the interview participants were encouraged to ask questionsabout the research process, and were informed that they couldwithdraw fromparticipation or redact portions of their contribution at any juncture.
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The ethics process for project monitoringwasmore challenging in that online spaces arenot all the same, and delineations between ‘public’ and ‘private’ can be challenging.Furthermore, certain spaces have customary laws or expectations by its users, ratherthan ones that are “legally enshrined” (Mann & Stewart, 2000, p.39). Two questions havebeen presented as considerations for online research: 1) is online information public orprivate, and; 2)what constitutes informed consent? (Kozinets, 2002, p.8). This researchtakes a conservative approach to project monitoring, including only those sitesaccessible to the publicwithout need formembership. This research only observesinformation in the public domain that is accessible without a login or specific groupmembership. Research took care not to disrupt the online crowdfunding space. The onlyidentifiable ‘footprint’ left by this research is increased page views (e.g., platform page,YouTube videos) although no creator verbalised these numbers as considerationswithinthe context of their projects.
Despite the ‘public’ nature of social media information usedwithin this research, allidentifying names and information relating tomembers of the public have beenanonymisedwherever possible.
A secure space was established on The Open University server for any sensitive files.Transcribed interviewswere anonymised for participants’ names in the case of backers.Anonymising projects, however, compromised the ability to discuss activity within itsspecific context. In response, the Chair of the Human Research Ethics Committeedetermined that creators and their projects need not be anonymised.
3.8 Evaluation
This discussion of the evaluation of research incorporates, first, an assessment ofqualitative research through the lens of care, interpretation, and generalisability (3.8.1).Second, limitations of themethodological approach of this research are acknowledgedwith specific detail (3.8.2).
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3.8.1 Care, interpretation, and generalisability
A question commonly asked of qualitative research is: “how can it be assessed?”(Stenbacka, 2001). Qualitative work is often unable to make generalisations andpredictions (Langdridge & Hagger-Johnson, 2013, p.15) and, therefore, these should notbe themeasures by which qualitative research is evaluated. Reliability, the ability for achosen researchmethod to produce the same results if repeated, is also not as pertinentto this research which is neither focused onmeasuring any one variable nor evaluatingobjectivity (Stenbacka, 2001, p.552). Reliability, instead, within the context of thisresearch, is illustrated through care, in-context interpretation, and a specificunderstanding of generalisability.
Care is a preliminarymeans of evaluating research: “systematic and careful work isalways relevant, no matter the type of research” (Stenbacka, 2001, p.553). Care isachieved through good research practices such asmaintaining records and detailingrigor through research design, data collection, and analysis. Illustrations of care withinthis research include debriefing findings with the supervision team, includingscreen shots and details of observed information for ‘auditability’ (Lincoln & Guba,1985). Researcher auditabilitywas also facilitated through maintaining a research diary,documenting observations, justifying decisions, and reporting on progress. Further,researchwas triangulated across several types of research – interviews, daily projectmonitoring and general observation – and over several research phases, confirmingprevalence of themes and adding strength to findings. These activities help to cultivate asense of research “trustworthiness” (Lincoln &Guba, 1985, p.327).
Two additional elements are relevant to an assessment of research and framed in termsof the naturalistic inquiry described in 3.2 (Lincoln & Guba, 1985): interpretation andgeneralisability.
Interpretation, driven by “the particulars of the case” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.42) andthe data itself, is a cornerstone of naturalistic inquiry. This is because context is crucial toa full and accurate understanding of reality. This principle is also what leads naturalisticinquiry away from deductive reasoning as well as broad application of findings (Lincoln
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& Guba, 1985). Although the findings from this research have the potential to be testedon a broad selection of crowdfunding projects, these remain a “tentative application”(Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.42), recognising that firm findings relate only to those thatincorporate the realities of a particular research context, researcher, and participants.
Generalisability has been questioned, not only for the extent to which it is feasible, butalso the extent to which it is ideal (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.101). Morse (1999) statesthat generalisability is not a concept to ignore; research losesmuch of its impact if itcannot be generalised at all. However, Morse (1999) proposes that the task is to redefinethe parameters and the definition of generalisability for qualitative research. The trueappropriate standard for generalisabilitywithin qualitative research is “not limited todemographic variables; it is the fit of the topic or the comparability of the problem that isof concern” (Morse, 1999, p.6).
The nature of this research is such that “there are alwaysmultiple perspectives; that noone perspective can “tell the full story”; and that all perspectives aggregated do notnecessarily sum to the whole of the phenomenon.” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.119).Consolidating both Lincoln & Guba (1985) and Morse (1999) this thesis acknowledgesthat the conclusions of this research relate to the specific sample of participants used.However, the insights generatedmight also serve as hypotheses to apply to comparablecrowdfunding samples.
3.8.2 Limitations of approach
The approach to research described in this chapter presents the following limitations:
x The challenge in setting a focused lens for research;
x The disproportionate focus on successfully funded projects;
x The representation of certain projects over others;
x The reliability ofmemory, and;
x The challenges of language.
Setting a focused lens for research was challenging given that the field of crowdfundingis so broad. By scoping research, this approach inevitably excludes some types ofcrowdfunding. As a result, despite depth of detail and breadth across platforms, project
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types, and geographic representation, this research cannot claim to represent all ofcrowdfunding. Justification of sample size and approaches to recruitmentwere detailedin 3.4 and 3.5.
Research, in particular the semi-structured interviewswith creators, focused onsuccessfully funded projects; this does not represent the crowdfunding success rate inpractice. However, given the interest of this research in whatmakes crowdfunding‘work’, this was a reasonable group to target for perspective. Furthermore, thesecreators weremore receptive to participating in in-depth interviews. Finally, successfulcreators were able to provide insight on the full timeline of crowdfunding through toexecution, project delivery and longer-term engagement, details that creators ofunsuccessfully funded projects would not have.
In semi-structured interviews some participants yieldmore rich insights than others.Although all semi-structured interviews featured the same five documents (3.4.3),associated research processes and analysis (3.6.1), some interviewsweremore directlyrelevant to addressing the research questions than others. These aremore stronglyrepresented in this thesis through illustrative quotes and excerpts.
All creators participating in semi-structured interviews had completed crowdfundingprojects; themotivation behind this was to engage with those who could shareperspective on the full crowdfunding process from pre-to-post funding. However, thelapse between project activity and interview varied from creator to creator. In somecases, the protocol, inquiring about pre-funding decision-making, referred to decisionsthat participants hadmade two years prior to the interview. As such, the possibilityexists that memory was compromised by time given that creators were no longer ‘in themoment’. The nature of online research somewhat minimised this weakness, as creatorswere able to access project details and corroborate specifics of activity on social media,platform pages and, where applicable, publicmediamentions.
The concepts at the core of the research questions– e.g., sociability, non-financial activity,timeline – can be challenging to express, and havemany articulations. Language wasconsideredwithin the context of its use; for example, creator use of the terms ‘group’,
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network’, and ‘neighbourhood’ could all mean ‘community’. However, the possibility oflinguisticmisunderstanding is acknowledged. The research attempted to offset this riskthrough several rounds of coding, as well as through one sole researcher takingresponsibility for protocols, interviews, transcription and analysis, in order to benefitfrom a deeper contextual understanding of each interview.
3.9 Summary ofmethodology
The choice of method andmeans of analysis within this research are driven by thenature of the questions structuring this research. Research required deep insight intoboth implicit and explicit crowdfunding activity, its sites, its purpose, and itsstakeholders. Given the limits of time, resources and access, the keymethodologicaldecisions outlined in 3.2 structured the research process and uncovered range ofactivity, interactions between stakeholders, and crowdfundingmotivations. Semi-structured interviews provided detail to creator experiences, enabling a differentperspective on crowdfunding than seminal pieces of research in the field relying onlarge-scale quantitative studies such as Agrawal et al. (2011b) and Mollick (2014).
Analysis of data collected through semi-structured interviews, projectmonitoring, andgeneral online observation was inductive. Research did not include in-cominghypotheses, although each subsequent stage was structured by the one preceding,focusingwork as it progressed. Themost substantial piece of analysis was done throughthematic analysis using NVivo. This is consistent with Braun and Clarke (2006) whoacknowledge that inductive research is never purely divorced from the orientation of theresearcher or surrounding theory.
Through detailing research design, data collection and analysis, this chapter highlightsethical approach and rigour, while minimising concerns regarding care, interpretation,and generalisability in advance of presenting findings in Chapters 4 through 7.

93
cific
Chapter 4: How is crowdfunding activity
characterised - what, where, why, and who
4.1 IntroductionCrowdfunding activity is central to crowdfunding; it provides projectmomentum, andpropels a project forward. Financial and non-financial activity engages potential backers,encouraging investment towards the funding goal as well as yielding non-financialoutputs through action between stakeholders.
Recognising the importance of activity to crowdfunding, this chapter asks the question:
How is crowdfunding activity characterised?
To address this question, the range, use and influence of activity is detailed across fourareas of inquiry: what, where, why and who (Figure 5). Table 10 summarises thespecific research methods used to answer these questions.
Figure 5: Chapter 4 flow
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4.2 Specific activities across crowdfunding, andwhere it occurs
Crowdfunding activitywithin this thesis is identified as:
any action, online or offline, that can influence crowdfunding outcomes, including direct
influences on the funding goal (e.g., the action of donating money and contributing to a
project’s funding goal) or broader influences on the project process (e.g., social action that
helps engage a wider audience, resulting in a larger support base for the project).
This activity can occur at any point along the crowdfunding timeline.
Activitywithin crowdfunding has been acknowledged in existing crowdfunding research.Social media in particular has been highlighted as a valuable type of activity for useduring crowdfunding (Gerber et al., 2012) in order to engage with the ‘crowd’ as well asto influence project results (Moisseyev, 2013). This thesis reinforces these ideas throughcataloguing specifics of activity comprehensively across the timeline of crowdfunding,including online (on-platform, off-platform) and offline sites.
4.2.1 An introduction to crowdfunding activity
Five general types of crowdfunding activity have been identified through this research.These are not discrete, in that individual stakeholders can contribute to projects in morethan oneway:1. Financial donation;2. Contribution of original content;3. Liking activity from another;4. Sharing content, and;5. Visiting.
1. Financial donation involves a backer contributing towards a project’s funding goal,most commonly through use of a designated crowdfunding platform. This activitytypically involves registering to the platform, and making a financial donationthrough the platform’s chosen payment processor (e.g., PayPal). This activity is fairlystructured and, though extremely significant, is usually a one-time action for theproject.
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Financial activity can also include donation of in-kind gifts, where backers providenon-financial products or services that, by offsetting costs, contribute to the project’sbottom line.
2. Contribution of original content is a common type of activity across crowdfundingprojects. Content can be online in the form of text, photo, video, or a combinationthereof. Offline, original content is even less limited in its form, with contributionssuch as coordinating events, or circulating promotional posters. This activity can beinitiated by the creator, a backer, or a project beneficiary. The various sites of thisactivitywill be discussed in Sections 4.2.3 and 4.2.4.
Creators contribute original content over the course of a crowdfunding project, frompresenting, to promoting, and, if successful, to executing the project.
Original content can be stand-alone (i.e., an isolated post), or in response tocomments (i.e., part of a larger discussion). Many creators opt for blogs (Figure 6) orwebsites to highlight the project in addition to the designated platform page:
Figure 6: Blog written by creators of Reactive Grip (Kickstarter)20
20 All links to projects, including their platform and affiliated social media pages, are found in Appendices1 and 2.
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Backers also generate original content, sometimes with the explicit encouragementof project creators. For example, the Canary in a Coalmine project launched a Tumblr(Figure 7) enabling backers to share their illness experiences:
Figure 7: Canary in a Coal Mine Tumblr page21However,most typically, backer-generated content is independently initiated acrossthe platform, social media and offline. Examples include uploading photos, and avariety of comments in text (e.g., feedback, questions and project cheerleading).Although creators often respond to backer contributions through either a ‘like’ or atextual response, this backer-generated content generally helps to distribute theworkload of project promotion andmarketing. Furthermore, backer-generatedcontent transmits public ‘cues and signals’ of support for the project.
3. ‘Like’ing – or ‘favouriting’ – activity is another common crowdfunding activity. Thisis a one-time action, and requires no further engagement. Although no originalcontent is generated by ‘like’ing, the activity shows public support for specificinformation, serves as an informal way of ‘voting’ on content, and provides a sensefor greater stakeholder interest. The reach of ‘likes’ depends on the features of the siteof activity, as well as the user’s privacy settings. For example, a ‘like’ on Facebook
21 Canary in a Coal Mine was the only project using Tumblr to crowdfund. The site’s ability to encouragestorytelling was consistent with the aim of the project to facilitate the sharing of experiences with illness(http://canaryfilm.tumblr.com)
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has the potential to be seen by all ‘friends’ of the ‘like’r, which subtly promotes aproject or specific content within it.
In addition to backers, would-be backers and beneficiaries ‘like’ing content, it iscommon for project creators to ‘like’ activity originating elsewhere. For example, inFigure 8, a Facebook post from a visitor to Oranjezicht City Farmwas ‘liked’ by theFarm.
Figure 8: Oranjezicht City Farm ‘like’ing a backer's Facebook post4. Sharing content is an activity that can happen through many different sites and withvaried articulation. This research distinguishes between sharing through online andoffline channels. Online, social media channels enable sharing of content, as docrowdfunding platforms. Kickstarter, for instance, has a ‘share this project’ button oneach project site:
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Figure 9: The ‘share this project’ feature on Farm to Food Desert (Kickstarter)Platforms also share content of specific projects through their social media channels:
“they [platform] publicised it as well…on their [platform] blog page, their Facebook
page, and their Twitter feed, and they would pick a project a day and highlight it.”
– creator, Climate for CastratorsMedia stories related to crowdfunding are also a regularly shared form of content.These online articles often enable ‘one-click’ sharing across social media,broadcasting content to personal and professional networks (Figure 10).
Figure 10: Canary in a Coal Minemedia coverage, and related ‘sharing’ optionsBy contrast, offline channels were not directly observable through research, but werementioned during semi-structured interviewswith creators. Offline project activitycould include sharing information through printed flyers, word of mouth and other
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interpersonal activities. Similarly, creators also reported sharing of project contentthrough means ‘hidden’ to the public (e.g., private online messaging). This ‘hidden’activity is discussed further in Section 4.2.2.
5. Visiting sites of crowdfunding contentwas another activity common to the projectprocess, including viewing a project video, visiting an offline project site, or readingplatform content. With the exception of offline visits, it is not possible to identifywhospecifically generated this activity, as it is marked only by increased site views. Nocreator interviewed considered page counts as an importantmetric for evaluatingtheir projects. However, across the four projectswhose details were recorded on adaily basis through project monitoring, there was a positive correlation betweennumber of views of the promotional video content and other positive projectdevelopments, such as funding results.
This introduction suggests that the sites, the specifics, the purpose, and thestakeholders involved in crowdfunding activity vary, as summarised in Table 11.These points will be addressed in the following sections of the chapter.
Table 11: Introduction to types of crowdfunding activity
Type of activity Stakeholders
potentially involved
Examples of sites of activity (expanded
in 4.2.3 and 4.2.4)
1.Donating
financially
Backers (donating),creator (receiving),platform(facilitating)
Platforms (e.g., Kickstarter)making use ofpayment processing (e.g., PayPal)
2. Contributing
original content
Backers, creators,beneficiaries Online (e.g., uploading YouTube video), offline
3. ‘Like’ing
activity from
another
Backers, creators,beneficiaries Social media sites (e.g., Facebook, Twitter)
4. Sharing
content
Backers, creators,beneficiaries,platforms Platforms, social media, offline sharing (e.g.,word of mouth, print media)
5.Visiting Backers, beneficiaries Online blogs (e.g., Tumblr), offline project sites
4.2.2 ‘Hidden’ activity
An additional consideration in evaluating the activity across crowdfunding is ‘hidden’activity. Identified through semi-structured interviewswith creators, hidden activity
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is defined as activity not visible to the public. Typically, this activity features private(one-to-one) rather than group (one-to-many) actions. Themost common examples ofhidden activitywithin this research are private or ‘direct’ messaging on thecrowdfunding platform, Facebook and Twitter. Hidden activity also exists offline in theform of in-person networking.
Hidden activity is noteworthy given that it was cited by creators as a factor significantlyaffecting project outcomes.
Advantages of hidden activity include the ability to add a ‘personal touch’ tocrowdfunding through direct communication, and to target personalisedmessaging tospecific individuals:
“…one of the things that I found to be particularly successful was…I wrote personal
messages to everybody on Facebook. I didn’t send the same blanket little message to
everybody…”
– creator, SeahorsesFor creators looking to learn from other projects, however, the invisibility of this activitypresents a challenge as it prevents the identification of potentially important projectapproaches and strategies. This thesis is the first to identify hidden activity. Whereverpossible, hidden activity is detailed to provide additional specificity for creators toconsider. In Sections 4.2.3 and 4.2.4, hidden activity is set against examples of publicactivity.
4.2.3 Online crowdfunding activity
This section first identifies the two principal locations of online crowdfunding activity,and then expands to include specific sites of online activity.
The two general locations for crowdfunding activity online are:1. Crowdfunding platforms, and;2. Off-platform sites.
1. Crowdfunding platformswere used in all but three crowdfunding projects includedin this research. During the funding period platforms act as a centralised site for
Chapter 4: How is crowdfunding activity characterised - what, where, why, andwho
101
activity, principally for processing financial donations. Despite the focus on financialactivity, the other four types of activity identified in 4.2.1 are common tocrowdfunding platforms. The platform serves to disseminate original content andinformation about the project, as drafted by project creators. This activity extendsbeyond the live funding period. For instance, the platformwas themost commonplace for creators to share news about rewards with their backersThe platform enables liking others’ activity, such as backers ‘like’-ing posted creatorupdates. The platform also shares information about the project, the project creators,and links to contact details as well as to social media. Finally, the platforms includedin research are publicly accessible, encouraging activity in the form of site visits frombackers and other members of the public.
2. Off-platform sites featured in all the projects included in this research. Social mediasites were themost commonly used for off-platform online activity, especiallyFacebook and Twitter. Although no financial activity occurred off-platform, the otherfour types of activity mentioned in 4.2.1 were common to off-platform sites. Socialmedia in particular engaged stakeholders through original content originating fromboth creators and backers, helped promotion through liking others’ activity, andshared content ranging from text to photo and video. The number of followers ofproject content on Facebook group and Twitter pages suggests that activity alsooccurred throughmore passive site visits.
Social media generally helped facilitate networkingwith organisations and leaders inthe field who might be interested in the project.
Less commonly usedwere online fora and discussion boards. These served as sitesfor communication around projects, most notably at the outset of projects to buildinterest and audience. Generally, creators found these sites important for sustainingcrowd attention when funding and platform activity lagged. Further discussion ofactivity and time is addressed in Chapter 5.
Table 12 summarises this discussion of online crowdfunding activity:
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Table 12: Where and what of online crowdfunding activity
OnlineActivity What? (using 5 types of activity identified in 4.2.1)
Financial
donation
Original
content
Liking
others’
activity
Sharing
content
Visiting
1. Platform yes yes yes yes yes
2. Socialmedia no yes yes yes Yes
3.Online fora, discussionboards, special interest forums no yes whereapplicable yes, thoughrarelyobserved YesTo incorporatemore specificity to discussion, Table 13 considers both public and hiddenonline activity. These details were revealed only through semi-structured interviewswith creators, as hidden activity could not be observed through projectmonitoring.
Table 13: Details of online activity, observable and hidden
Site of activity Activity (Public) Hidden activity
Platform Commenting/discussion forumThis is often the sole point of on-platform exchange between backersand creator
Commenting on project updatesIf project creators post updates (this isa feature on Kickstarter), backers canboth comment and ‘like’ the update
Contacting creators, directlyand privately (e.g.,Kickstarter has a “contactme” button) on someplatforms
Facebook Posting a comment (to project page,to own page) Private messaging betweenbackers and project creator.For example, creators usedprivate messagingextensively during livefunding, and communicatedproject details via personal(not public) pages onFacebook.Paying Facebook for targetedadvertising and promotion
Posting a photo (to project page, toown page)
‘Like’ing a comment / photo
Commenting on a comment / photo
‘Share’ing a comment / photo fromproject page to yours
‘Like’ing the project page
Asking own personal FB networks to
“like” the project page“Howmany people talking about”(more of a signal for the creator?)
Twitter ‘Favourite’ing a Tweet Communicating withinTwitter via DM (privatedirect messaging).Following on Twitter‘Re-Tweet’ ing content
Tweeting @ other accountsThe primary function of the platform is to facilitate the secure transfer of funds, workingas an intermediary between backers and payment processing sites. During live funding
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the crowdfunding platform also serves as a place to showcase project details, updates,contact information, and other project specifics.
Beyond sharing information, the platform can also be an important site for interaction inthe form of comments threads: thesemay be open to the public, or restricted to all usersof the platform, or to project backers only. Alternatively, commentsmay be used forprivatemessages between individual backers and the creator. Commonly, those postingto project comment threads demonstrate an investment to either the project inparticular, or the platform in general.The content posted varies greatly, from general expressions of support to targetedquestions soliciting specific feedback on the project or its intended output. Similarly,hidden activity on platforms varies, with themost common activity being privatemessaging between creator and backer.Facebookwas themost used site for activity beyond the platform. Participation requiresa registered Facebook account. Specific Facebook activity occurs in one of two places,which are not mutually exclusive:1. Private pages of individuals, and;2. Public group pages.
As Table 13 indicates, Facebook activity incorporated within crowdfunding ranges inlevels of involvement, with the three predominant categories of activity:1. Posting own content;2. Responding to others’ content, and;3. ‘Like’ing content.
1. Posting own content involves contributions in the form of text, links, photo, orvideo. The nature of this content varies greatly, from specific details of the livecrowdfunding project (e.g., encouraging financial contributions) to topics of interestonly tangentially related to the project (e.g., discussions of new stories).
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2. Responding to others’ content occurred frequently on Facebook, usually via text,although occasionally through uploading a photo. These comment ‘threads’ relate tothe original content posted, but do not necessarily remain ‘on topic’.
3. ‘Like’-ing content - a project or specific post - shows public support, visible tofriends.
More involved ways for backers to show project support include sharing content togroups or private newsfeeds or through generating content: text, photo, or video. Thenature of the content varied greatly, from specific details of the live crowdfundingproject to topics of interest only tangentially related.
In late 2012 Facebook also incorporated a ‘people talking about’ value which is astronger representation of engagement, indicating the number of unique users who haveinteracted with a given page over the course of a week (Darwell, 2012). ‘Like’ing a pageon Facebook creates a longer-term exchange, as any subsequent information from thatpage is then posted to the user’s newsfeed, providing regular updates.
Hidden activity on Facebook includes private messaging between creator and backer, aswell as use of some Facebook features, such as paying for advertising to help promotethe project within the social media channel.
Twitter activity, like Facebook, varies as it may originate from designated projectaccounts, personal accounts of creators and backers, or from organization pages. OnTwitter, one-time actions such as ‘favouriting’ a tweet create an archive of content.
Other options for engaging with crowdfunding content on Twitter include ‘re-tweeting’content, which broadcasts information from a Tweet to that user’s contacts. ‘Following’accounts on Twitter brings all subsequent content from that account into a user’snewsfeed, facilitating on-going engagement with content. Similar to Facebook,crowdfunding stakeholders also communicate with one another on Twitter via hiddenactivity in the form of private, ‘direct’, messages.
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Twitter users not only respond to content; they can also draft their own and Tweet ‘at’someone, sharing text, photo or links to other content. Figure 11 shows a particularlyactive backer posting their own visual content to support the final period of live fundingfor the Canary in a Coal Mine project, which the project then retweeted to its Twitterfollowers:
Figure 11: Project backer tweet, and project creator re-tweet
4.2.4 Offline crowdfunding activity
Offline project activity generally occurs in one of two places, dependent upon the natureof the project itself and the backers supporting it:1. The physical location of the project, and;2. Close to the physical location of the project, or to the project creator.
1. The physical location of the project is themost common location for offlinecrowdfunding activity. This activity tends to be initiated by creators, or by thosemostlikely to benefit from the project’s output: for example, neighbours supporting localfood (e.g., Oranjezicht City Farm), and local citizens wanting to improve local roadsafety (e.g., Crosswalk Flags).Being on-site may encourage activity at various points along the crowdfunding
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process, such as at kick-off events to promote crowdfunding (e.g., Adopt A Bee), aswell as through information-sharing promoting longer-term engagement (e.g.,Sarvari):
“We made an inauguration, which was a party concert…there was an event [kick off].
We opened the first bee hotel, we showed people how it looks like and we invite media
for it.”
– creator, Adopt A Bee
“…we sat around [at the farm] and did lots of talks about the varieties [of potato] and
about the various amounts of spray that is used on potatoes.”
– creator, SarvariCreators referred to offline activity as serving an additional channel for engagement,both preceding and following the live funding. Particularly suited to projects withphysical locations, offline activities such as site visits helped to introduce the ‘crowd’to the project:
“...we have open volunteer day. People can come up and volunteer and then we have the
market where people can come buy food...We did have a sign [announcing the
crowdfunding project]….”
- creator, OranjezichtBeyond the live funding, offline activities were often framed as crowd appreciation;encouraging continued participation, and helping people tomake connectionsbetween what they supported financially and the physical output of their support.This helped to foster on-going financial and non-financial support:
“So we had a crowd, we had the input from the crowd, we had crowdfunders’ day....”
- creator, Sarvari
“it [live funding] closed middle of July ...and then for the end of August I planned a day
out at the farm. I just invited everybody to come out so we could show them the
worm farm that we bought, and they all, if they got a little row named after them
they could choose the row they wanted, and they had stones with their name on it, and
that was good...it was a lot of work, perhaps unnecessary, but for me, for donor
relations...the more you build the relationship the easier it is to ask the second time
around”
– creator, Oranjezicht
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Offline was also used as a site for the coordination of non-financial contributions(e.g., volunteering):
“we have a local business…that has signed up to carry out four volunteering events in
the year to do work on the green roof”
– creator, StevensonSquare
“We have Urban Ambassadors…they come and volunteer. We have, let’s see…we have
the Boston Cyclists’ Union, they come periodically to do bicycle repairs and tune-ups for
free…and then we have volunteer Health Advisors and Community Health Workers at
one of our Health Care Institutions that comes as well.”
- creator, SomervilleMobile Farmers’ MarketOffline financial donations towards the crowdfunding project were cited only rarelyby project creators.
2. Close to the physical location of the project, or to the project creator (local, but noton-site), was activity associatedwith project promotion and information-sharing:
“through the education work that we do, we are establishing hives in various
community places around town – so in parks, and schools, community gardens and
urban farms.” – creator, BeezKneez
Activity off-site, but in close proximity to project or creator, capitalises on backersbound by an interest in the project. For example, an international slow foodcommunity for the farm projects, worldwide bee advocates for Beez Kneez,proponents of organic and non-GMO farming for Sarvari research. Support fromthese groups came in the form of word-of-mouth marketing and other promotionalefforts by creators:
“I’ve always had a pretty strong outreach component to my work, but it [crowdfunding]
put on the pressure to really ramp up that outreach component and to go out and share
my research with the public in a broader way.”
- creator, Alien InvadersIn this capacity, there was no financial activity, but the sharing of content featuredprominently.
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Table 14 summarises offline activity across crowdfunding across the five types ofactivity identified in 4.2.1.
Table 14: Where and what of offline crowdfunding activity
Offline activity What? (using 5 types of activity identified in 4.2.1)
Financial
donation
Original
content
Liking
others’
activity
Sharing
content
Visiting
1. Physical location ofthe project Rarely Yes N/A Yes Yes
2. Geographicallylocal to theproject/projectcreator
No Yes N/A Yes Yes, butlesscommon
Project examples commonly featuring offline activity include those with existing physicallocations (e.g., art galleries, food outlets) or those with a vested interest in engagementwith a local population (e.g., local institution, an established field site). Offline activityalso provided media outlets with a way to profile projects (e.g., Defying Dementia,HomicideWatch, Stevenson Square). Table 15 provides further details of offline activity,both public and hidden.
Table 15: Details of offline activity, observable and hidden
Site of activity Activity (Public) Hidden activity
Offline (Local to the project): Providingorganised events such as project kick-off, special engagement events (e.g.,bake sales), site visits, volunteer days(Close to the project, not immediatelylocal): Organising opportunities forinformation-sharing such as lectures,educational eventsAttracting print and televised media
Interacting through one-on-one offline interactionsOrganising informal events
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4.2.5 Cataloguing activities per site
Having broadly discussed locations of crowdfunding activity in the preceding sections,Table 16 details specifics from the four principle sites of activity observed across semi-structured interviewswith creators (n = 28) and dailymonitored projects (n = 4):
Table 16: Primary sites of crowdfunding activity: summary of use across research
Site of
activity
Categories of activity
(as per Section 4.2.1)
Semi-structured
interviewswith creators,
prevalence of use
(n = 28)
Daily monitored
projects, prevalence
of use
(n = 4)
Facebook Contributing originalcontent; liking activityfrom another; sharingcontent; visiting
28/28 creators usedFacebook in theircrowdfunding projects 4 of 4 projects madeuse of Facebook (allthrough a designatedproject group page)
Twitter Contributing originalcontent; liking activityfrom another; sharingcontent; visiting
25/28 creatorsinterviewed had Twitteraccounts, even if 2 of those27 never used them
4 of 4 projects madeuse of Twitter
Offline Contributing originalcontent; sharingcontent; visiting 24/28 project creatorsnoted the use of offlineactivity 4 of 4 projectsincluded an offlinecomponent
Platform Financially donating;contributing originalcontent; sharingcontent; visiting
25/28 creatorsinterviewed useddesignated crowdfundingplatforms
4 of 4 projects madeuse of a designatedcrowdfundingplatform
Facebookwas themost commonly used site of activity, although themanner inwhichFacebookwas used varied greatly. This variation extended across personal accounts andgroup pages, public communications and privatemessaging, and connections establishedduring crowdfunding, as well as predating it. Further discussion of the categories ofstakeholders during this activity will be covered in Section 4.4.
Twitter was the second-most used social media. Within crowdfunding, Twitter activitycould originate through either a personal account (i.e., a named person as the accountholder), an organisation or affiliated account; or a project-specific account in theinstances where a creator would establish a designated Twitter account for thecrowdfunding project.
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During the live funding period, Facebook and Twitter were used for comparable types ofactivity by both creators and backers (Table 17).
Table 17: Online, but off-platform, Facebook and Twitter activity during live funding
Site Creator Activity Backer Activity
Facebook x posting original content (text,photo, video) or links torelated topics and discussions
x liking others’ comments andposts
x sharing content to otherproject channels (e.g.,Twitter)
x initiate private Facebookmessages (typically: to thosein the friends and familynetwork
x posting original content (text, photo,video) or links to related topics anddiscussions
x liking others’ comments and posts(backer or other creators)
x sharing content to personal socialmedia channels (e.g., fromprojectgroup page to backer’s privateFacebook page)
x ‘like’ing the page so all projectgroup page updates appear innewsfeed
Twitter x posting original content orlinks to related topics anddiscussions
x ‘following’ backers, as well asorganisations and leaders inthe field of interest
x retweeting tweets of support
x@ responding to publicsupport or questions
x using hashtags to categorisetweets and make projectcontent more easilysearchable
x posting original content or links torelated topics and discussion
x ‘following’ the project page so allcreator/project tweets appear innewsfeed
x retweeting tweets of interest aboutthe project
x @directing content specifically tocreator / project account or to othercontacts to encourage projectparticipation
x using hashtags to categorise tweetsand make project content moreeasily searchableA crowdfunding platformwas used by all but three projects included in research. Thesethree exceptions were projects with pre-existing online to facilitate the transfer of funds,as well as relationships that could support the full funding of projects without need for aplatform and its potential wider audience.
Platforms serve the primary function of providing a secure site for the processing offunds. However, depending on each platform’s specific features, platforms can also serveas sites to communicate and promote key project information, to embed social mediachannels, and to engage in discussionwith stakeholders.
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Other sites of activity also feature within crowdfunding. Table 18 describes additional,moreminor sites of activity within crowdfunding:
Table 18: Secondary sites of activity usedwithin crowdfunding
Site of activity Categories of
activity (as per
Section 4.2.1)
Semi-structured
interviewswith
creators,
prevalence of
use
(n = 28) 22
Specific illustration of use
Google Group Contributingoriginal content;sharing content;visiting
1/28 Facilitating backer-backercommunication between thosewho received project prototypespost-funding
Instagram Contributingoriginal content;‘like’ing activityfrom another;sharing content;visiting
1/28 Encouraging backer-generatedcreativity and content; providescreator monitoring throughhashtag use
Pinterest Sharing content;visiting 2/28 Enabling collating sources ofrelevance to the project togetherin one place; connections forgedthrough others ‘pinning’ content
Reddit Contributingoriginal content 1/28 Supporting transparent creator-backer discussion and Q&A aboutthe project
Tumblr Contributingoriginal content;‘like’ing activityfrom another;sharing content;visiting
1/28 Providing a site for backer‘storytelling’ and expression
As an example, the Fingersurfing project – funding the development of mini ‘fingersurfboards’ – made use of Instagramwhich provided a site for sharing images and shortvideos from backers around theworldwho were enjoying the product. Project creatorsrecognised the value of this social media for showcasing their project, and the projectInstagram (@fingersurfers) has over 3,200 followers as of 1 March 2016.
22 None of these sites of activitywere represented in themonitored projects, excluding them frommention in Table 5.
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Figure 12: Examples of user-generated video uploaded to the Fingersurfing Instagram
accountFurther, details of illustrations of use for secondary sites of activity (Table 18) couldindicate potential features that platforms or other more popularly used sites shouldincorporate to support the crowdfunding process.
4.2.6 Online-offline transitions
This thesis acknowledges that online and offline activity are not divorced from oneanother and, in fact, often integrate similar stakeholders. Transitions of activity are oftenbi-directional and simultaneous; from on-to-offline, and off-to-online.
Platforms can coordinate online-offline transitions. For example, the crowdfundingplatform Thundafund includes a feature enabling projects to recommend ways forbackers to get involved beyond a purely financial donation. In the case of the Oranjezichtproject (Figure 13) this included guidelines for how to promote the project online, as wellas encouraging site visits to the farm.
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Figure 13: Crowdfunding platformThundafund23This Thundafund feature seems to have had positive influence on site visits:
“If you look at the whole ballpark of people who drop by the farm for 30 minutes…there is
definitely a huge volume.”
– creator, OranjezichtHowever, the creator was unable to conclusively state whether visitors to the project sitewere alsomaking financial donations towards the project.
In the case of Oranjezicht, as well as others researched, although activity took placeoffline, the coordination of activity occurred online by posting details and encouragingmeet-ups. Information sharing occurs across both online and offline channels. In the caseof the offline Stevenson Square project launch, the event was promoted online and theupdate post-event was also posted online:
23 Thundafund is one of the few platforms to encourage project activity of all types: financial, non-financial, online andoffline: (https://www.thundafund.com/ozcf ).
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Figure 14: Stevenson Square offline24 event summarised on FacebookOffline activity is regularly used in conjunctionwith online activity, though it can alsopromote stand-alone activity. Civic projects, those with a shared, public output and,typically, links to a local neighbourhood (e.g., community garden, swimming pool) (Stiveret al., 2015a), are particularly likely to foster offline activity within crowdfunding. Civiccrowdfunding is discussed in more detail through the use of Stevenson Square as anillustrative example in Chapter 6.2.6.
4.3 The purpose of different activities
Within crowdfunding, activities often serve complementary, not identical, functions.Most generally, the focus of activity can be categorised by one of two functions:1. Financial (4.3.1) and;2. Non-financial (Section 4.3.2).
The final Section, 4.3.3, addresses additional benefits to crowdfunding activity from acreatorperspective.
24 The project launchwas posted to the Facebook group page of the affiliated organisation, Red RoseForest (https://www.facebook.com/RedRoseForest).
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This thesis also acknowledges that some activities havemore essential purposes thanothers across crowdfunding. These are discussed in terms of ‘core’ and ‘non-core’activities within the context of timeline (Chapter 5.2.1).
4.3.1 Financial activity
Within the context of crowdfunding, financial contributions are those that directly affectthe funding goal set by the project creator at the outset. These contributions come in oneof two forms:1. Donation of funds, and;2. In-kind contributions.
1. Donation of funds are supported by the crowdfunding platform and facilitated by athird party payment processor. Inmany of the projects considered, a donation isgarnered in exchange for a ‘reward’. However, pilot interviewswith backers, as wellas interviewswith creators, suggest that backers weremotivated less by theincentive of a reward, andmore by feelings of connectedness to either the project orits creator:
“I did donate to both [projects] because I was interested in seeing the projects moving
forward, because I thought they were good things to be doing, not just for an exchange
or financial reward.”
– crowdfunding backer, G
“I don’t think anybody gave me money because they were going to get a [reward]. So I
sort of felt like…the new research [the focus of the project]…I think that’s much more in
line with what people were actually giving me money for”
– creator, Climate for Castrators
2. In-kind contributions are those through which goods, or services of value to theproject, are given in lieu of funds. As these goods and services havemonetaryvalue, they contribute to the financial bottom line of the project. For example, inthe case the Stevenson Square project (Figure 15), in-kind gifts included excavation,installation andmaintenance costswith an equivalent value of 22,288 GBP.Although in-kind contributions are not supported by all crowdfunding platforms,they represent a
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trend towards acknowledging backer contributions in forms beyond donation offunds.
Figure 15: In-kind gifts pledged to Stevenson Square project on Spacehive.com
4.3.2 Non-financial activity
Non-financial contributions are directly related to the project progression, and yet do notfeature transfer of funds or any directly identifiable financial output. Some projectcreators articulated non-financial goals from the outset:
“The goal of the [project] was to build a community…we live in a neighbourhood
where…everyone is behind these walls…[you] go home and you close your gate…there was a
sense of community, but there wasn’t a lot of exchange.”
– Creator, OranjezichtIn other cases, non-financial activity originated from various stakeholders while theproject was in progress. Most broadly, this non-financial activity can be summarised as‘social activity’; research identified important work that was classifiable as networkingand promotion. Themost significant examples of support are the instances of crowd-generated content (e.g. text, video or photo) used for various purposes includingengagingwith other backers, sharing personal stories, or providing project feedback.This social activity, demonstrating stakeholder involvement through participation andnon-financial contributions to a project, sets the foundation for a consideration ofcommunity within the context of crowdfunding. Community is characterised by the co-presence of both an emotional and a behavioural investment in a project, and isdiscussed in detail in Chapter 6.
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Non-financial activity contributes to project development in crucial ways, including;generating support, creating promotional project content, and using positive cues todemonstrate momentum to thewider public. Furthermore, non-financial crowdfundingactivity can lead to financial contributions; for example, backers promoting a project viaTwitter which was credited with helping at least one project to achieve its financial goal:
“…many of our supporters are Tweeting, or tweet me, or retweeted. Several people didn’t
actually give me any money but they tweeted and tweeted and tweeted and that helped a
huge amount.”
– creator, Sarvari
The advantages of non-financial crowdfunding activity varied somewhat on the specificnature of the project but, generally, served as important complements to the financialcomponent of crowdfunding.
4.3.3 Creator purpose: beyond the project
This research suggests potential additional value to creators from crowdfunding thatextends beyond the project itself, further emphasising both financial and non-financialmotivations for crowdfunding activity.
As broached in Chapter 2, the topic of motivations for crowdfunding has been addressedin other literature, specifying extrinsic motivators such as funding, as well as identifyingmotivations beyond the financial (Mollick, 2014) such as sociability (Gerber et al., 2012).Crowdfunding activity was perceived to have value for creators beyond the project itself,particularly in two specific areas:1. Networking, and identifying interested audiences, and;2. Skills building.
Creators articulate that crowdfunding allows the identification of new audiences, andnew sites of activity (particularly social media) used for communications:
“[crowdfunding] really maximised the amount of communication online and...that has
affected us. I think we do a lot more now by Twitter and Facebook, I think it has given us
the impetus because it has helped demonstrate that there is a big audience out there”
– creator, Stevenson Square
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1. Networking and identifying interested audiences is important to specific projects,but the identification of new sources of potential support is also important to creatorsbeyond projects. This is particularly true in the case of creators involvedwith longer-term initiatives, on-goingwork for which crowdfunding is just one piece,or groups looking for sustained engagement such as non-profit organisations.Crowdfunding simultaneously helped creators to identify audiences, and audiencesto familiarise themselves with the project and creator:
“I think that part of the process is that we raised our profile and made many people
aware of who we are and what we did which is important for any organisation.”
– creator, Stevenson Square
2. Skills building for creators can be summarised into two principal areas: social mediatraining, and communication. Both skill sets - learning how to use the technologies, aswell as how to structure the communications themselves - are crucial tocrowdfunding as they help present work in different ways and engage variedaudiences.In terms of social media training, creators range in terms of their pre-existingknowledge. However, research suggests a positive correlation between the size of acreator’s Facebook network and project success (Mollick, 2014), as well as Twitterfollowers and level of engagement (Interdisciplinary Humanities Center, 2012).Understanding social media is important for crowdfunding creators.
Interviewed creators recognise the value in learning to use Twitter and Facebookthroughout crowdfunding; and, as stated by creator of Alien Invaders, to “learn how
to work online”. Often crowdfunding drove skills development, and led to crucialnetworking and publicity:
“…doing this whole thing [crowdfunding] pushed me into getting a Twitter account
because now I have learned how to use Twitter in a professional capacity…little did
I know that there’s whole gigantic ways that people use Twitter professionally and it
has turned out actually to be really rewarding and also great at maintaining contacts
with supporters…”
– creator, Seahorses
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Communication was a common theme across all semi-structured interviews,incorporating a discussion of “public engagement” and “outreach”. Existing researchcorroborates the importance of communicationwith an audience to project success(Wheat et al., 2013; Byrnes et al., 2014).Across interviews, communication related to building communication skills (i.e.,learning to communicate across audiences such asmedia, general public and fellowacademics), as well as prioritising communications outreach. Outreach included:
x Writing personalised emails to all 800 Facebook friends about on-going research(e.g., Seahorses);
x Offline efforts such as circulating flyers about research (e.g., Climate for Castrators);
x Volunteering to provide lectures on research (e.g., Alien Invaders).
4.4 The role of different stakeholders in activity
In discussing the range of crowdfunding stakeholders invested in crowdfunding projects,this thesis distinguishes between the following:
1. Creators (4.4.1);
2. Backers, including various types, such as ‘super-backers’ (4.4.2);
3. Crowdfunding platforms25 (4.4.3), and;
4. Beneficiaries (4.4.4).
Identifying the stakeholder behind the activity helps in understanding themotivation forthe action and its coordination across stakeholders. The activity discussed is notnecessarily true for every crowdfunding project, but represents the range of possibilitiesacross crowdfunding’s diversity.
4.4.1 Creators
A creator is the initiator of a crowdfunding project. The creator is directly responsible forthe execution of the project and for beginning, as well as monitoring, its activity. Existing
25 In this case, perspectivewas obtained through two pilot semi-structured interviewswith employees ofthe platform: one communitymanager, and one founder.
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crowdfunding research acknowledges the activity, the “time and resource commitment”(Gerber & Hui, 2013, p.9), that projects require from creators. The activity-intensivenature of crowdfunding is often unanticipated by creators at the outset of projects:
“..it was all very much scrambling to get it done…just to get it posted. And then to keep
track of everything and to make sure that once it closed you delivered all the T-shirts…it
was a LOT of work.”
Two types of activity are discussed in the context of project creators:1. Creator-generatedactivity;2. Creator activity in response to other stakeholders.
– creator, Oranjezicht
1. Creator-generated activity is prevalent across the preparatory stages, the livefunding, as well as, if successful, the post-funding execution of a project.
Predominantly, creator activity is aimed towards presenting and promoting theproject. On the crowdfunding platform, for example, creators draft an introduction totheir project, summarise their goals and make use of multi media components topromote their vision. Furthermore, creators establish sites for activity includingsetting up accounts on social media to help broadcast content. Networking is a crucialpart of creator activity, as it helps with promotion and relationship-building.Networking involves connecting with both personal and professional contacts. Thiscan take place online, such as following like-minded groups and organisations onTwitter, but can also include offline channels:
“we sell honey off of our bikes at co-ops and restaurants and different farmers’ markets.
And then we also deliver to peoples’ doors. So through that we are engaged with all of
those retail stages and spaces. So, co-ops and towns and different farmers’
markets…parks, and schools…community gardens and urban farms.”
– creator, BeezKneez
This preparatory activity is important to crowdfunding projects insofar as itdetermines how the project will be publicly presented, and sets up preliminarynetworks of support.
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The ‘live funding period’, (typically 30 to 60 days26 ), determines whether the projectwill be funded and, therefore, able to proceed through to execution. Live activity forcreators occurs across the sites of activity described earlier in the Chapter: online(on-platform and off-platform) as well as offline.
On-platform, creators serve the role of project leader and point-person, draftingproject updates to encourage project momentum (Figure 16):
Figure 16: Project update from Canary in a Coal Mine (Kickstarter) posted during live
funding27Off-platform but online, a significant amount of creator activity focuses onnetworking and cheerleading. In some cases, creators also use connections withmoredeveloped online presences (e.g., institutionswith established Twitter networks) todowork on the project’s behalf:
“I got my College…to tweet about my project…I used to work at [a] Research Institute, I
got them to put up on Facebook and Twitter about my project.”
– creator, Climate for Castrators
26 Someplatforms have no limits on funding period, leaving projects to fund indefinitely. However, mostcrowdfunding platforms encourage fixed funding periods. In 2011, Kickstarter decreased its fundingperiod from 90 to 60 days based on research that therewas a negative relationship between fundinglengthandsuccessfulfunding(https://www.kickstarter.com/blog/shortening-the-maximum-project-length).27 There is nomandated schedule for project updates, though creators tend to post them during livefunding tomarkmajor project developments (e.g., fundinghurdles, mediamentions, related projectevents, etc.).
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Across interviews, creators tended to be the initiators of this promotional activitywith other stakeholders responding to creator-generated content.
If a project is successfully funded, creators have two additional responsibilities foractivity; first, delivering on backer rewards and, second, coordinating the successfulexecution of the project. Communicatingwith backers through on-going updates wasa significant portion of this activity:
“we’re slipping deadlines horribly, but we’re having very regular updates regularly and
we’re telling them about the process. Some of the things you saw in the comments, the
packaging for instance, it’s very important to get in front of comments, in front of
negative energy and criticism before it balloons into something that catches peoples’
attention”
– creator, XOAB
2. Creator activity in response to other stakeholders is common creator activity,particularly in the case of addressing feedback and answering questions pertaining tothe project. This is crucial activity for a creator to engage in, as it can influence awould-be backer’s choice to donate to a project. For example, in Figure 17, a would-bebacker shared questions and concerns about the project and its on-goingmaintenance to the project Facebook page, prompting the creator to respond:
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Figure 17: Backer-creator Facebook exchange during live fundingDuring post-funding project execution creators are particularly called upon torespond to backer queries about delivery of rewards and project timeline:
Figure 18: Fingersurfing creators responding to comments on the crowdfunding platformNotably, platforms also recognise the range of responsibility and related activity thatcreators have over a sustained period of time. In response, most platforms offer ‘howto’ guides for creators, focusing on where they should target activity tomaximisesuccess28.
28 Kickstarter’s ‘Creator’s Handbook’ is a detailed illustration of a creator-focused crowdfunding guidefeaturing tips on project components, and a particular focus on social media activity(https://www.kickstarter.com/help/handbook).
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4.4.2 Backers
Backers are crucial to the success of crowdfunding; without backer activity not onlywould crowdfunding projects not secure funding, but they would also be without anaudience, a group of engaged networkers and promoters, or a community of support.This section:1. Identifies different types of backer groups, and then;2. Discusses the range of backer activity.
Backer groups within this thesis are identified as follows:1. Friends and family;2. Supporters of the project or research behind the crowdfunding;3. Previous supporters of the project or its creator;4. Super backers;5. Reward seekers, and;6. Platform ‘passers-by’.
Not all backer groups are represented in every crowdfunding project, and a single backermay fit into several groups simultaneously. For example, friends and family can also bemotivated by project reward. These backer groups occur in varying combinations acrossprojects:
“[t]here are many communities [of backers], but they are kind of…they all reflect some
aspect [of the project].”
– creator, Food to FarmDesert
Outlining these distinct categories provides insight into different backermotivationsand, relatedly, different backer activity. Identifying backer groups foreshadows an in-depth consideration of groups of backers positioned as community within Chapter 6:
1. Friends and family are a category of backer acknowledged in existing crowdfundingresearch (Agrawal et al., 2011b). This group behaves differently than other categoriesof backers insofar as they aremotivated by personal relationships and connection tothe creator. Importantly, this group of backers often makes up the first wave offinancial contributions to a project (Agrawal et al., 2011b).
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This support is often divorced from any interest in the topic area of the project, ormotivation to secure the reward. Friends and family provide funds, emotionalsupport (e.g., Facebook posts of encouragement), as well as promotional help onlineas well as offline (e.g., circulating project link to their networks). However, thisresearch suggests that substantive backer-generated content does not originate fromthis group.
2. Supporters of the project or the research behind it represent a common group ofcrowdfunding backer. Interviewswith creators suggest that a significant number ofbackers aremotivated by support for the work of the project. This support can havevarious points of origin:
x philosophical: backers supportive of projects promoting their values, e.g. GMO-free, organic agriculture (e.g., Sarvari), local farming (e.g., Oranjezicht, Food toFarm):
“they [backers] like to support things not-for-profit, they like to support land-based
projects and projects about growing sustainable food, organic growing, all of that
kind of stuff”
– creator, Sarvari
x local: backers interested in supporting a project in their vicinity; e.g. Bostonresidents wanting to give back to their city through supporting Somerville MobileFarmers’ Market:
“…we do know that people in other states contributed to it [crowdfunding project].
With that said, I think probably the majority of people were from Somerville:
businesses that put some money into it, and individuals, and also partners that
supported our work.”
– creator, SomervilleMobile Farmers’ Market
x professional and interest-based: backers familiar with the work of the project in aprofessional sense or through personal interest, and looking to contribute to itsprogression (e.g., Alien Invaders):
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“I did some reaching out to Local Action Groups… I had quite a few donors come
through, including one total stranger who was a land manager from Minnesota who
donated $250 which was a big deal – that’s a lot for a total stranger to give to a
total stranger.”
– creator, Alien Invaders
3. Previous supporters of the project or its creator alsomade up a category of backer.Crowdfunding is often part of a larger project or piece of research, (e.g., You ShouldTotally Meet, an app already developed but requiring crowdfunding for furtherdevelopment), or affiliatedwith an established initiative that already has aninterested group of supporters (e.g., Oranjezicht, where crowdfunding was to helpfund the farm that was already in place). Successful crowdfunding in these cases doesnot necessarily hinge on recruiting new backers, but on engaging existing channels ofsupport in newways:
“[crowdfunding] was a good way to get in touch with the people in our community.
Probably 95% of the people who gave were people in the neighbourhood…when I say
that they were already in contact with the Farm...”
– creator, Oranjezicht Farm
4. ‘Super backers’ are a type of backer revealed through research. These are backerswho contribute considerably, and often repeatedly, to a project. These backerswereinvolved either in several sites of activity or at several time periods across the projectprogression. The form of contribution varied, but these backers were identified asthose who went beyond funding, often contributing both financially and non-financially to a project (Figure 11).
These backers could be from any of the three backer groups just described. Theexamples provided through creator interviews suggest a greater likelihood thatsuper backers emerge from categories that have a specific emotional investment inthe project, such as friends and family, or previous supporters of either the project orthe creator:
“I have a very supportive “family community”…it’s not necessarily people that I’m
directly related to, but the people that are part of…my “family” from home, and that
increased network”
– creator, Climate for Castrators
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These super backers contribute to non-financial activity. Although a small samplewithin the assessed crowdfunding projects, these super backers brought acknowledgeadvantages to projects and their creators. This includes actions with cost-saving resultsfor creators, such as free consultation in the form of feedback, or costs saved withbacker-generated promotion. In the Sarvari project, a super backer offered pro bonolegal services. Super backers also provided targeted, detailed feedback, such as in thecase of the Reactive Grip project. Although the project did not reach its funding goal,backers on the platform provided extensive feedback for the creator through use of thecomments, helping to direct the creator towards development of the product prototypeand advising on future iterations of the project.
The following two types of backer group – reward seekers and platform ‘passers-by’– featured less prominently in creator interviews.
5. Reward seekers are those backersmotivated to participate in a project due to therewards offered. In the case of XOAB socks, backers who pledged funds earlyreceived an “early adopter” discount of two pairs of socks in return for a donation of$45. In such instances, backers seemedmotivated by the urgency of the ‘pre-sale’ andfinancial ‘deal’ of the reward in relation to the donated amount.
Other backers weremotivated by rewards that would be unobtainable withoutcrowdfunding contribution (e.g. TouchKeys whose keyboards were available tobackers at a certain level of donation during crowdfunding, but not otherwise forpurchase commercially). This was true in the case of new technology gadgets such asthe haptic game controller (e.g., Reactive Grip) and themusical sensor kit (e.g.,TouchKeys) where the prototypes were not available elsewhere. These backers, asillustrated in the image below for TouchKeys, paid a significant amount to donate andreceive a physical kit.
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Figure 19: TouchKeys' Kickstarter project: sample of rewards6. Platform ‘passers-by’ are a potential backer group for each project. In several casesbackers came fromwithin the larger community of people visiting a crowdfundingplatform. These were backers who were previously unaware of either the project orthe creator. In this case, the projects attracting backers with no pre-existingconnectionwere those hosted to larger, global crowdfunding platforms such asKickstarter:
“Kickstarter and its bigger reach was really what we wanted.”
– creator, BeezKneez
Within this research, the influence of platform ‘passers-by’ on project results wasspecifically illustrated through a Kickstarter platform feature: Staff Picks:
“…[we were] the pick of the staff of Kickstarter, which is a big deal that they like us”
– creator, Food to FarmDesert
Staff Picks are projects chosen by Kickstarter staff and highlighted on the front pageof the site and in emails to all Kickstarter account holders. Three projects included in
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this research were listed as Staff Picks on Kickstarter: Beez Kneez and Fingersurfing(both funded in 2013) and Food to Farm Desert (funded in 2014)29:
“there was those people who just happened to be backers for Kickstarter, and just
finding us [that way].”
– creator, Food to FarmDesert
The backers who came to crowdfunding projects as platform passers-by tended to bewidely geographically dispersed:
“…another whole chunk of people found us through Kickstarter. And we got some
donors, backers, from places like Singapore and the Netherlands and all these places
that we weren’t connected to already.”
– creator, BeezKneez
These backers also provided important new audiences for the project:
“We didn’t have any [community] before the project!”
– creator, Fingersurfing
Given the range of backer groups, activity generated is similarly diverse. Themostconsistent backer activity is donating funds to the project. Three further types of activitywere common to backers:1. Promotion;2. Feedback, and;3. Volunteering.
1. Promotion of projects was facilitated through online and offline backer activity. Thiscould be both intentional, such as by friends and family posting flyers. Promotioncould also occurmore subtly, such as in the case of backers commenting in socialmedia threads thereby popularising discussionwithin others’ feeds.
29 Recent discussions suggest that Staff Picks to do not have the impact on financial bottom lines ofprojects that they once did; in part due to changing platform features, in part because of the decreasingnovelty of crowdfunding to thepublic:(https://www.reddit.com/r/kickstarter/comments/2getd1/what_it_means_to_be_a_kickstarter_staff_pick/).
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2. Feedback provided to creators by backers, particularly those with a shared topicalinterest in the crowdfunding project, serve as a ‘focus group’ with a vested interest inproject success. Related activity includes specific comments assisting creators withfunding or specific details of their projects, tailored questions to help avoid anyproject pitfalls, and suggestions for how to proceed beyond live funding.
3. Volunteering is a form of non-financial contribution by backers. Volunteering wasparticularly articulated in the case of projects with offline physical sites or designatedevents. Backers volunteering to help with crowdfunding activity or projectimplementation have the potential to continue their relationship extend long beyondthe funding period, such as in the case of Stevenson Square with on-goingmaintenance and backer-based initiatives:
“those [backers] around the Square…they get a direct benefit from working and living
there. They were the ones who put their hands in their pocket…..”
– creator, Stevenson Square
4.4.3 Crowdfunding platforms
The importance of the crowdfunding platform cannot beminimised; Chapter 1 statedthat it is one of the key elements differentiating contemporary crowdfunding from otherfundraisingmodels. Overwhelmingly, creators reported being satisfiedwith their choiceof platform and their ability to use it for the benefit of their project. No creatorinterviewed expressed regret at their choice of platform. Principal points of satisfactionrelated to user friendliness and various platform supports:
“I found the experience of working with [the platform] to be really great. They were really
helpful with any kind of logistical issues or anything like that; really quick to respond, really
great.”
– creator, Alien Invaders (re: RocketHub)
“I think they [platform] did a really good job; it looks clean, and they really guide you
through the process of setting it up. Lots and lots of help. If you have a question, I could
reach four of them individually …”
– creator, Surviving the Savanna (re: Experiment)
“it [the platform] was relatively easy use…I wouldn’t say it’s the slickest, most intuitive
interface. [but] I think anyone could probably do it.”
– creator, You Should TotallyMeet (re: Indiegogo)
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Crowdfunding platforms themselves are not the focus of this research, although pilotinterviewswere conducted with a community manager (n=1) and a founder (n=1) of aplatform. This choice was due to issues of access, and to wanting to address creatorsgenerally and not only those using specific platforms. However, this thesis acknowledgesthat platforms are often the nexus of crowdfunding activity: initiating activity, as well assustaining involvement to varying degrees throughout the project process. Threespecific roles of platforms are:1. Platform as funding infrastructure;2. Platform as engaged cheerleader, and;3. Platform as extending beyond the platform and live funding.
1. Platform as funding infrastructure: the vast majority of creators included in thisresearch elected to host their projects on a designated crowdfunding platform30. Themost common reason cited for use of a platformwas the ability for platforms toprovide an infrastructure for crowdfunding:
“the framework is there [with a platform]. And that’s all it is, really, is a framework.
And it’s built in to this big network of folks who are plugged in to it [crowdfunding].”
– creator, Beez KneezThis functionwas echoed by platforms themselves:
“We provide the platform, and we provide tools on the platform for people to promote
their project”.
– Communitymanager, Spacehive
Creators were able to use the platform-specific online guides to set up projects31, andplatforms provided a specific site and structure withinwhich to do so. This wasgenerally seen as a straight-forward process:
30 Only three projects (Adopt ABee, Lucia, Sprint for Shakespeare) chose to fundwithout using a platform.While one of these creators specifically cited the platform fee as a reason for independent crowdfunding,the shared consensus of these creatorswas that they could reach their funding goalswithin their existingnetworks, eliminating need for a platform.31 Indiegogo, forexample(https://www.indiegogo.com/campaigns/new).
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“yeah, it was easy [posting to the platform]! We just, we gave all the stuff, wrote the
stuff, made the video, gave it to [platform], they posted it.”
– creator, HiSBEThere wasminimal interaction cited between platform and creator when the formerserved as a structure for infrastructure. Points of interaction were predominantlyrelated to specific queries during live funding:
“I remember we [creators] were looking for a certain update button and were, all four
of us on the phone, and we emailed them [platform] and…it was fine.”– creator, You Should TotallyMeet (re: Indiegogo)
“[platform] staff is great…any questions I had were very quickly answered by them. and
if somebody was having trouble, they would speak directly with them, and would phone
them up”
– creator, Sarvari (re: Buzzbnk)
2. Platform as: engaged support during funding
Platforms have a financial interest in hosting successful projects given that theycollect a percentage of funds raised by creators32. Platforms have the ability to offeradditional support to creators; such as boostingmorale through encouragement andpublicity (e.g., promoting projects across social media) or even providing financialresources (e.g., occasionally contributing their own funds to support projects). Thisresearch suggests that ‘extra’ help from platforms and its employees is related to thesize of the platform, and howwell- established it is.
According to creators interviewed, smaller, newly established platforms were morelikely to provide engaged and attentive support, as a project success provided goodmarketing for the platform and an occasion to test their processes:
“[our project] was actually the first successfully funded project on Citizinvestor, so I
think that gave us a lot of good exposure, because Citizinvestor was there, trying to gain
more of an audience, and get some publicity, and by doing so they are sharing that with
us, because we were the first successful project.”– creator, Connecting Blind ChildrenWith Tech (re: Citizinvestor)
32 This is a common funding structure, thoughpercentage values vary. Also increasingly, specialised, orsmaller, platforms (e.g., civic crowdfunding platforms) arewaiving the fee.
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“I think part of this is still just because they [Experiment platform] are just starting up
as a company. So they are able to give such attention to individual users. If they really
take off and are the next Kickstarter for science, I imagine that that really personal
interaction might disappear due to just pure time constraints. But as of now I think this
is the perfect time to do an Experiment campaign; they’re just starting up but have all
the logistics and all the infrastructure established.”
– creator, Surviving the Savanna (re: Experiment)Creators shared the direct and indirectmethods by which platforms contributed tothe financial success of their projects:
“…we were one of [the platform’s] first…first four or five projects, it was really early on
in their process. So they really helped us on board, it was great… a lot of our success
came from the [platform’s] team efforts […] people, more people from their network
than from ours. We definitely tried to do what we could, in terms of having hands-on
social media….but they [platform] have a much bigger network on social media
platforms.” – creator, Connecting Blind ChildrenWith Tech (re: Citizinvestor)
“…they [platform] publicised it as well. So they would [post it] to their blog page, their
Facebook page, and their Twitter feed, and they would pick a project a day and
highlight it.” – creator, Climate for Castrators (re: RocketHub)
“…at the time…most of the projects were not 25,000 dollars, so I think they also had a
vested interest in having us successfully raise that amount of money.
[…]
I really liked that also [some of the backers are employees of the platform]”
– creator, MyHealthEd (re: Microryza)33Creators appreciated this support from platforms for its influence on project results.Those creators who did not receive asmuch support from platforms lamented itsabsence:
“the only thing that I would have liked to see more of is [the platform] itself pushing it
[the project]. But […] that was kind of missing, I think, they could have helped with
pushing it for us.”
– creator, HiSBE (re: Buzzbnk)
33 This projectwas fundedwhen the platformwas calledMicroryza; it is now knownas Experiment.com,and archived project material is accessible on the latter.
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Larger platforms, such as Kickstarter and Indiegogo, have employed ‘community’teamswith structured channels and points of support. Communitymanagers addresson-site queries, IT to social media coordination, and also serve as:
“…first point of contact for emails coming into our system, whether that be for potential
funders, or people wanting to know about us, or wanting an interview, all background
stuff”
– Communitymanager, Spacehive
Larger platforms commonly encourage projects towards success by highlightingspecific current projects on the platform landing page as well as across the platform’ssocial media. In the case of Kickstarter, projects benefitted considerably fromincreased audiences, (and consequent financial activity), resulting from being nameda ‘Staff Pick’ (Figure 20).
Figure 20: Kickstarter Staff Pick landing Page
This is an example of a platform feature that significantly benefitted projects:
“It was a huge shot to be ‘Staff Pick’ on Kickstarter, and then it [project] really grew
from there.”
– creator, Fingersurfing
“we never got that [international] coverage before…these were not alums, these were
people who were [following] the pick of the staff of Kickstarter…”
– creator, Food to FarmDesertIn addition to ‘Staff Pick’ selections; Kickstarter highlights projects through “Projectof the Day” and a newsletter showcasing “ProjectsWe Love”. The Kickstarter Blog
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provides tips to creators on how to catch the platform’s attention andmaximisechances of being featured34. Platformsmust invest in developing andmaintainingthese features , which may explainwhy smaller platforms are less likely to havecomparable services.
Generally, platform features encourage outward-facing activity. It is common forplatforms to incorporate ‘one-click’ options to share project informationwith socialmedia, or to embed the project page within other websites, or to email links (Figure21). Specific platform choices affect activity in subtle ways. For example, althoughmost platforms have a place to leave comments on each project page, contributing tocomments threads can be limited to those who have already pledged a financialamount, or anyonewho has a registered account (including sharing personalinformation)with the platform.
Figure 21: You Should Totally Meet Indiegogo project page
34 Promotion is an important part of crowdfunding; highlighted projects on Kickstarter are posted here:(https://www.kickstarter.com/discover/recommended), and theplatformblog advises creators how toincreasechances of this typeof exposure (https://www.kickstarter.com/blog/how-to-get-featured-on-kickstarter).
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3. Platform as: facilitator of activity beyond funding, and even beyond the
platform:there is underdeveloped potential for crowdfunding platforms to take on the role offacilitator of, or partner in, activity. This role for a platform can extend beyond thelive funding period, or even the platform itself.
Three illustrations of extended purpose of a platform include:1. Identification ofmedia contacts;2. Coordination of in-kind gifts and volunteers, and;3. Acknowledgment of crowdfunding’s broader influence.
Identifyingmedia contacts and helping project creators with promotion showedplatform awareness of the importance of publicity and networks:
“Experiment had a section where it could help you look up media contacts that were
related to your field… I did really like that aspect of the Experiment website…in the
Experiment platform, it had something built into it that could help you with outreach
and awareness raising for your project.”
– creator, SeahorsesIn-kind gifts and volunteers also demonstrate platform recognition of crowdfundingcontributions beyond the financial. By facilitating in-kind gifts towards projects(Spacehive), and coordination of volunteers (ioby), platforms recognise the value ofrelationships forged during crowdfunding thatmay extend beyond the live period,and even the platform itself. Some of these platform features will be described inmore detail using the context of civic crowdfunding in 6.2.6.
Platforms also have the potential to engage with the broader implications of thecrowdfunding movement, rather than individual projects. For example, as ofSeptember 2015, Kickstarter is a public benefits corporation35, meaning that, whileremaining profit generating, the platform is also using crowdfunding to make certainsocial and environmental commitments to society at large. Interestingly, this includes
35 This informationwas first outlined in detail on the Kickstarter blog(https://www.kickstarter.com/blog/kickstarter-is-now-a-benefit-corporation).
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a pledge in its revised Charter36 to enact a “positive impact on society” includingwork beyond the platform and its projects (Charter 1.3: “Kickstarter will engagebeyond its walls with the greater issues and conversations affecting artists andcreators.”). Although it is too early in the development of these areas to drawconclusions about their influence on the field, these examples do alignwith severalcore themes of this thesis, such as the longer-term potential of crowdfunding, itsvalue beyond a tool for funding, and the opportunity for on-going relationshipsbeyond the funding itself.
4.4.4 Other beneficiaries
Some crowdfunding projects have an additional category of stakeholders; ‘other’beneficiaries. These stakeholdersmaymake not contribute towards funding, but benefitfrom the crowdfunding project, either through the final output or the social engagementoccurring alongside. Project beneficiaries are both not present in all crowdfundingprojects and challenging to identify. As a result, these beneficiaries feature as asecondary categorywithin this research. Other beneficiaries aremost common in civicand social good projects, where crowdfunding projects often focus on communities inneed who lack technological access or financial resources to contribute:
“many of the people that we serve don’t have access to the internet, don’t have smart
phones, so…reaching them through the internet or online is not the most effective strategy.”
– creator, SomervilleMobile Farmers’ Market
“we actually got some criticism of, “too many people outside of DC are funding this, and not
enough people in DC want it”. Which very quickly we set the counterargument which is
“again, our core audience has lost, basically, everything at this point, and you want to ask
them to give more? Really? Is this the moral high ground you want to stand on?”.”
– creator, HomicideWatch
Beneficiaries can impact project development, through being active on social media andindirectly helpingwith project promotion.
36 TheKickstarter Charter is published in full on the platform (https://www.kickstarter.com/charter).
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In some projects the differentiation between backers and other beneficiaries waspossible by site of activity:
“On Facebook, many of our followers tend to be our participants, and those are people who
do not give, are people with very low incomes. But on Twitter, I feel like many of our
followers are other organizations or people who are interested in what we do…”
– Connecting Blind ChildrenWith Tech
4.5 SummaryBy detailing the specifics of what, where, why, and who of activity, this chapter alsouncovers how crowdfunding activity is characterised.
Figure 22 builds on Figure 5 from the outset of the chapter, adding key insights:
Figure 22: The how of crowdfunding activity: flow of insights
Specifically, this study of activity identifies the extent to which activities do not occur inisolation. Therefore, the ‘how’ of crowdfunding can be understood as a choreography ofactivity, involving different actions, across various sites, with different stakeholders, forvarying purposes. Although there are consistent themes (e.g., creator activity on a
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platform), this chapter also highlights cases in which project personalisation can occurthrough activity, such as engagement with certain sites (e.g., Instagram) to suit theproject or its projected audience.
By systematically cataloguing activity across crowdfunding with detail, this chaptermakes implicit crowdfunding actions explicit,. Through doing so, this chapter enables thestudy of the full range of crowdfunding activity, as well as its application towardsmaximising success of future projects.
In identifying activity and consolidating a discussion of sites, purposes and stakeholders,this chapter sets the groundwork for uncovering how crowdfunding works, as well as forthe subsequent chapters. Chapter 5 expands further on the idea of a choreography ofactivity through the lens of crowdfunding timeline. Chapter 6 continues discussion ofstakeholders involved in activity by uncovering the concept of community withincrowdfunding. Finally, Chapter 7 addresses how creatorsmightmaximise projectsuccess through specific knowledge of crowdfunding activity and its outputs.
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Chapter 5: When crowdfunding activity occurs -
the importance of timeline
5.1 IntroductionAcross semi-structured interviews, creators described the progress of theircrowdfunding projects within the context of a timeline. This chapter proposes timelineas a central means by which to understand crowdfunding activity, answering:
How does timeline influence crowdfunding?In addressing this question, distinct periods across the crowdfunding process areidentified: three periods of activity, and two ‘transitional’ periods (5.2).
To build on the activity catalogued in Chapter 4, discussion continues by placing specificactivity, and its corresponding purpose, along the five time periods identified (5.3).
Table 10 (3.6.2) provides additional detail pertaining to the specific research methodsused to answer these questions.
Figure 23: Chapter 5 flow
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5.1.2 Timeline within the context of crowdfunding
As a process dependent upon a series of steps, crowdfunding features a naturalchronology and an associated structured timeframe. Crowdfunding projects have adistinct beginning, middle, and end.
Timeline, in the context of this thesis, refers to the linear progression of crowdfundingtime periods; this is common to all crowdfunding projects. Time in this case does notrefer to a fixed amount, or to a set schedule.
This research identifies five distinct periods to the crowdfunding timeline – three actionand two transition periods - and also places them in relation to one another, illustratingthat there is an order to periods, and a logic to the crowdfunding timeline as a whole.
5.2 Crowdfunding time periods: an introduction
Across all semi-structured interviews, creators responded to a general prompt of “how
did your project come about?”with an understanding of an expanded crowdfundingtimeline, describing project activity both preceding and following the live funding period.Uncovering this common understanding of crowdfunding as experienced by creatorssupports the hypothesis that crowdfunding has an extended timeline.
5.2.1 Three + two periods of activity and their significance
Although the projects included in research varied significantly in terms of factors such aslength of funding, scale and creator experience, the following periods were evident:
x Pre-funding;
x Live funding, and;
x Post-funding period.
As well as two transitional periods, from:
x Pre-to-live funding, and;
x Live-to-post funding.
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Transition periods have a differentmomentum, and a shorter time frame, than the otherthree periods. Transition periods are also not necessarily distinct, as Figure 24 shows,serving as a bridge between activity periods.
In existing research, Macht andWeatherston (2015) identify pre-investment and post-investment periods to crowdfunding. Pre-investment involves preparatorywork, whichis also recognised by Hui et al. (2012, 2013, 2014b). The post-investment crowdfundingperiod acknowledges the importance of delivery on rewards (Hui et al., 2013) as well aslonger-term relationship development (Gerber and Hui, 2013), which can help creatorsin subsequent projects (Boeuf et al., 2014). Although these pre-investment and post-investment periods align with those described in this chapter, this thesis appears to bethe first tomap out the full timeline of crowdfunding with detail, including transitionperiods of activity.
Figure 24: Three+two periods of crowdfundingThe five time periods identified in this chapter were determined by creators’ reporting ofactivities and their related timeframes. Creators’ accounts of project activitywere codedin NVivo (Table 19). Through identifying clusters of activity it was revealed that differentactivities occurred at different times to serve different purposes.
Table 19: Number of sources and references to time as coded in NVivo.
Time period % of creators
referring to the
time period
# of references to
the time period
Pre-crowdfunding 73 124
Transition 1: pre-to-live 67 67
Project live 97 200
Transition 2: live-to-post 67 112
Post-crowdfunding 83 202
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This section will briefly introduce each of the five periods, in the order in which theyoccur:1. Pre-crowdfunding;2. Transition pre-to-live crowdfunding;3. Live funding;4. Transition live-to-post crowdfunding, and;5. Post-crowdfunding.
1. Pre-funding varies greatly in length depending on the project and the creator. Someprojects were initiated and immediately crowdfunded (e.g., Fingersurfing), whereasothers formed part of a larger project or initiative long pre-dating crowdfunding (e.g.,Oranjezicht). The pre-funding period therefore not only incorporates the periodimmediately preceding the transition into live funding, but also preplanning such asmaking connections through local networks:
“We had, by that point [crowdfunding], spent nearly two years, well, 18 months,
working on a blog and building up a really good following on-line on social media…”
– creators, HiSBEPre-funding does include, however, activity directly related to crowdfunding, such asspeaking to contacts, assessing options, and evaluating use of different platforms:
“…my Professor and now Faculty Advisor suggested looking at [platform] Microryza
[now Experiment]. And she had heard of it from other colleagues…And it fit really well
and after having conversations with the co-founders they were like "this sounds great,
we're ready to work with you" and so we ended up launching...”
– creator, MyHealthEd
“Buzzbnk [platform] stand out for us because they support only social enterprises and
charities...”
– creator, HiSBE2. Pre-to-live funding represents the period of time between preparation for thelaunch of the crowdfunding project and the beginning of live funding itself. As Figure24 demonstrates, this transitional periodmay overlapwith the time periodspreceding and following. There are two distinctive characteristics of this transition:i. A notable increase in activity, and;
Chapter 5: When crowdfunding activity occurs - the importance of timeline
145
ii. The nature of the activity itself which is directly focused on the crowdfundingproject and securing funding:
“We started by emailing a list we have of people who are, I would say, more invested in
[the project] than the average Facebook fan. Because we wanted to get a sort of critical
mass of funders and a good chunk of the campaign fulfilled before pushing it on social
media. Just because I think that makes people think that you’re joining a winning
team.”
– creator, Connecting Blind Childrenwith Tech3. Live-funding features the densest concentration of activity. This period focusesheavily on funding and related promotional activity. The demarcation point for thistime periodmaps to the beginning and ending of the funding period. As all fundingoccurs during this period, creators noted a significant amount of harried activityaround it:
“I was like “ok, this project goes live and I am going to pull my life together now”,
so…I don’t remember much. It was a blur.”
– creator, Of Monks and Men
“…it was so time consuming! Even though I was working full time I was only
working 40 hours a week, so I left the office at 5 and then took hours for writing
press releases, and reaching out to others…we wouldn't be able to feasibly do this
[crowdfund again] without additional support…”
– creator, MyHealthEdAlthough lacking formal structure or coordination, this sense of intense activityfurther emphasises the value of this thesis in identifying creator supports andstrategies.
4. Live-to-post transitionmimics the pre-to-live funding transition. As with thepreceding period, there is a heightened sense of activity during this time. Whereassome activities pertain to the close of live funding, others are focused on thetransition away from funding and towards project administration and execution.Activity is still primarily related to the live period itself, as well as the immediateaftermath of delivering on the rewards promised during the live period.
“…we tried to keep people updated with where things are at, with the project, and the
business. And honestly, we were pretty late…so wanted to keep them in the loop about
what we were doing instead, you know?”
– creator, BeezKneez
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5. Post-funding varies across projects, dependent uponwhether the project wassuccessfully funded during the preceding period. Activity tends to cease altogether inthis period for the few unsuccessfully funded projects that were studied.
However, most of the projects were overwhelmingly successful, and these will be thefocus of the post-funding discussion. If the crowdfunding project continues on as alarger project or as on-going business, there is no firm way tomeasure the ‘end’ ofthis period. However, there are two distinct sections to the post-funding period:i. The time immediately following the live project, and;ii. The longer-term implications of the crowdfund in terms of project execution,sustained impact and recognition:
“It kind of blows mymind; it [crowdfunding] was one thing I did 2, 3 years ago. And it’s
something I’m known for…”
This longer-term period helps to develop relationships: – creator, Climate for Castrators
“I think it was a month later [after live funding] where we had this [crowdfunding] day
at the farm…we thanked people in person, if people wanted a coffee we bought them a
coffee. And even though those were existing relationships, they helped to grow and
solidify those relationships”
– creator, OranjezichtIn addition to being distinguished by a specific time, each period of crowdfunding hasspecific aims and corresponding activities. This thesis distinguishes between ‘core’and ‘non-core’ activities:
x Core activities are common to specific crowdfunding periods and associatedwithproject success (e.g., use of Facebook);
x Non-core activities are those less integral to success, or less commonly occurringacross projects. Non-core activitiesmay still prove important to crowdfundingprojects or to the larger initiatives of which crowdfunding is a part. However, as non-core activities are less standardised project to project, they are also less traceable fortheir influence on funding success (e.g., use of a less used social media channel, suchas Vine).
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Figure 25 outlines specific purposes per time period across crowdfunding, inchronological order:
Figure 25: Key purposes per time period (3 + 2 transition) across crowdfunding
5.3 Detail per time period
Having identified periods of crowdfunding in 5.2.1, the following details all five periodsin chronological order, describing purpose and specific core activities, as well as non-core activities.
5.3.1 Pre-funding: networking and planning
In addition to creator planning and strategizing, pre-funding is characterised bynetworking. Pre-funding activity varies greatly through having no fixed timeframe.However, all creators cited some type of project activity in advance of live project launch,and eleven of twenty-eight creators commented in particular about activities relating tolong-term pre-crowdfunding. This period is defined by activity such as planning strategy,testing and refining ideas, and even assessing the suitability of crowdfunding itself:
“…we realised that we had to raise 200K pounds…we realised then that we needed to come
up with a business plan that raises money in a more democratic way…[s]o we looked, and
we searched all kinds of stuff, and chose to do crowdfunding.”
– creator, HiSBE
Pre- etworking
funding d planning Pre-to-live ublicisingandpreparing Live Motivatingfunding rticipation Live-to- livering onpost promise Post Engagingfunding ustained)
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This period is also characterised by networking and building connections:
“…before we even found the store, we were meeting people in Brighton, you know, people
that interest us, groups that interest us, everyone from conscious business movements to
Green Party, to the local council to community teams and local action teams…it was just
kind of merging our own personal interests with what we were building a brand around.
And we got to know people and we gave to people our time and our resources as well as
building our own thing. So by the time that we came to needing and wanting money, we
had supporters already there to draw on. So that was our strategy, was to get in there and
get to know people and find the people who would be interested in supporting what we’re
doing. So the day we go on their door and ask people for money they know who we are.”
– creator, HiSBELong-term pre-funding does not directly involve platform activity; indeed, creatorscannot post to crowdfunding platforms until the project is ready to begin live funding.
Pre-funding online but off-platform activity refers primarily to the two social mediachannels used across crowdfunding: Facebook and Twitter. Although not all projects hadsocial media presences at this stage, many creators, organisations, or larger affiliatedinitiatives set up social media accounts well in advance of live funding with the intentionof building relationships (Figure 26).
Figure 26: You Should Totally Meet on FacebookPre-funding Facebook activity can take place on private pages or on public, group pages.In both cases this activity served the purpose of networking, although with the formerthe target was friends and family (i.e., primary networks already known to the creator)while the latter focused on attracting general public attention.
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Although it is challenging to quantify the value of networking, there was consensusamong creators that it was important to crowdfunding:
“…we had to put a lot of effort into networking, getting the message out there, and making
sure that people knew how to go about supporting the project.”
– creator, Stevenson SquareFigure 27 illustrates the Facebook page of Oranjezicht Farm. Although theircrowdfunding live period ran from June until July 2013, from late 2012 onwards, thecreators were actively populating the Facebook group page with regular site updates andphotos which began building interest demonstrated by progressivelymore ‘likes’ perpost.
Figure 27: Facebook page of Oranjezicht City FarmOn Twitter, tweets are rarely project-specific during pre-funding, but this channelallowed like-minded individuals, groups, and initiatives to familiarise themselves, follow,and communicate with the accounts that would become central to project activity during
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the live funding period. For example, while the Stevenson Square project was funded onSpacehive in 2013, its partnering organisation, Red Rose Forest, had been active onTwitter since 2010 (Figure 28):
Figure 28: Organisations affiliatedwith projects, active on Twitter pre-fundingAt this stage, content across both social media platforms relates to the general area of thecrowdfunding project rather than any details of the project’s launch. This buildsnetworks and relationships, but without any specific ‘call to action’.
In addition to priming friends, family and general public for the live funding throughsocial media relationship-building, a second purpose to networking is to solicit adviceand tomake connections. Across interviews, thiswasmost commonly achieved throughhidden activities – personal email or private Facebookmessaging (introduced in Chapter4).
Offline activity pre-funding is inconsistent, especially as crowdfunding projects haveextended periods of activity preceding the live period. However, networking is acommon theme across creator interviews for the pre-funding period, connecting withthose who can advise on crowdfunding in particular:
“I kind of went in to the council and said, “look, I think I want to do this project, can you
help me”. And I remember the woman who sat down with me said, “sure, but you shouldn’t
be speaking to me, you should be speaking to…that guy over there!” who happened to be
sitting in the same Café as us. [He] is now my serious business mentor…[and] he kind of sent
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me on a community adventure; he told me to go and teach within the community, to give a
workshop and to kind of try to physicalise my area, and to speak to interesting, innovative
community members who had had really successful, wonderful stories.”
– creator, Kollektiv GalleryNon-core activity in the pre-funding period includes secondary social media use; acrossprojects included in research this includes Vimeo for video and Pinterest to ‘pin’ projectinspiration (Figure 29):
Figure 29: Pinterest used to 'pin' images and links (XOAB)Other non-core activity includes the use of online discussion boards and fora. Use ofthese was not always possible or appropriate for projects, but had the potential toexpedite networking as it made connections with a potentially large audience ratherthan one-to-one. This approachwas used by the Canary in a Coal Mine project whichfunded a film to bring visibility to themedical condition ME/CFS. In preparation, thecreator of the project began posting to aME/CFS forum in advance of the live fundingperiod. When the project was live, the online fora became a place to post project linksand to solicit targeted support from an audiencewith a vested interest in the topic(Figure 30).
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Figure 30: Online forum discussion thread for Canary in a Coal Mine project
5.3.2 Transition pre-to-live: publicising and preparing
In the pre-to-live transition, much activity relates to confirming platform and projectspecifics, and to establishing a promotional strategy. This transition period has amuchmore defined focus on the crowdfunding project itself with the aim of both publicisingand preparing for live funding. In particular, activity prioritised the preparation ofplatformmaterials (summary, video, rewards if they are being included) and socialmedia. While platforms encourage the inclusion of these details, they were also timeconsuming components for creators:
“the video was the most difficult, because you have to go out and shoot it, you want it to
look good, and then you have to figure out what to say…[W]hereas the rest [of the
platform] was like: “oh, totally, I can write about what we’re doing and be jazzed on it, and
figure out reasonable tiers of rewards and all that stuff and show off artwork and
everything”. So I really liked the rest of the platform.”
– creator, Old College ComicsIn addition to key promotional elements for projects (e.g. the project background andthe informational video), the transition between pre- and live funding also focuses onpromotional activities that bringmomentum to live funding. These activities includelarge-scale coordination such as kick-off events and partnerships withmedia contacts:
“…it's good when you can target a communication or social something like a local
newspaper that has a very good circulation because probably those are the sorts of people
that are likely to have some of the money that they can support our project.”
– creator, Stevenson Square
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Small-scale promotion, such as word-of-mouth could also be performed during thisperiod:
“I did a lot of telling friends about it…[the project] made me a compulsive networker. So I
was telling people for a month before [it went live].”
– creator, HomicideWatch
Online and on-platform activity during the pre-to-live transition involves significantcreator activity, even though the information is not ‘live’ or viewable by the public untilfunding actually begins. This period is characterised by on-platform research and thepreparation of component project parts. Creators perform research by looking to othersuccessful projects, projects hosted on the same platform, or competing projects:
“[we looked to projects] in our categories and other categories, both. I think that’s part of
the puzzle of crowdfunding. Anyone coming in to that, if they are serious about it, [they]
are going to dig through as much history as they can and figure out what works and what
doesn’t. so there are things like “what should and how much should you try to raise per
each customer”, “how many customers are you going to need”, “what is the curve as far as
when do you acquire backers”, “what should the campaign language be”.
– creator, XOAB
“So a lot of what I did is scooting myself across Twitter and various archaeology blogs by
people who I respect in my field and see how they are interacting with the public. I also
looked to various websites to look at ones that, not only those that are most successful, but
that also created a professional online environment.”
– creator, Of Monks and MenAfter choosing a platform and conducting research, creators draftedmaterial for theproject landing page. This included:
x Deciding funding goals; choosingwhether the project fundingmodel is “all ornothing” or “keep what you can get” (should the platform allow the choice); choosing,if relevant, project rewards, and;
x Creating project content, both text copy and video.
Although some details (e.g., rewards) may shift while the project is live, most creators donot change the details established during pre-funding:
“there’s a limit to how much you can respond live, is the truth. And I think that it’s also wise
to avoid responding live more than you should, because sometimes I think that actually just
waiting and sticking with you plan is probably better than changing things around all the
time.”
– creator, TouchKeys
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At this juncture, the interaction between creator and platform support varies. In somecases, platforms took on an active role in supporting creators during the transition frompre-to-live funding and guiding them towards specific project decisions:
“the Strategist for Crowdfunding there…he did reach out to [co-creator] and I to offer us
advice.”
– creator,MyHealthEd
“So they [platform] gave me a lot of guidance on how to set up the rewards, and general
ideas about promotion and that kind of thing.”
– creator, OranjezichtOnline and off-platform activity during the transition from pre-to-live funding isprimarily focused on promotion. This period is characterised by social media; again, themost dominant channels used are Facebook and Twitter.
Relatedly, at this juncture, content becomesmore explicitly focused on the crowdfundingproject, with creators ‘pushing’ promotional content. For example, creators concentrateon authoring posts on Facebook and tweeting new information, rather than sustainingback-and-forth communication. The exception to this is the case of projects or creatorsthat are well-known within a community; in such cases, the pre-to-live transition periodcan be used to clarifymore questions about the project (Figure 31):
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Figure 31: Questions on Facebook about the Stevenson Square projectNetworking, crucial in the preceding phase, may continue during pre-to-live funding,with creators following like-minded organisations or key contacts on social media. Forexample Defying Dementia, raisingmoney for Alzheimer’s research, followed the threeaccounts on Twitter belonging to (left to right) a graduate researcher of dementia, anonline tool for those with dementia, and a UK-based dementia resource (Figure 32).
Figure 32: Three contacts followed by Defying Dementia (@DefyDementiaLU) on TwitterMany creators use a ‘countdown’ immediately prior to the live period to informwould-be backers about the opportunity to fund the project, and to generate excitement (Figure33):
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Figure 33: Smoothe Operator Facebook promotion during the pre-to-live transition
“Before we launched we Tweeted out, like, “we’re going to launch our Kickstarter
campaign in 3 hours! Get ready!”.
– creator, HomicideWatchOther promotional activity involves using social media to promote project-relatedactivity occurring offline such asmedia interviews, as below (Figure 34):
Figure 34: Defying Dementia project promotion, posting off-line project coverage to
Facebook
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Offline activity in the pre-to-live transition period reinforced online promotion andnetworking. Often, activity during this period was characterised by informal,opportunistic networking across friends and family, as well as those whomight have avested interest in the project:
“I did a lot of telling friends about it before it launched; just in person…’we’re going to do
this, get people behind it, get ready to make a big push’.”
– creator, HomicideWatch
“…in the community, it [was] a rallying of the community coming together to say: “we need
to save this. This is so important to the community and we can’t let this die”. So there was
a rallying effort that happened.”
– creator, SomervilleMobile Farmers’ MarketIn certain cases, the pre-funding period also requiredmore structured, formal activity;such as coordination withmedia outlets. Defying Dementia coordinated an interviewwith BBC Radio Lancashire to build local momentum for the project in advance of livefunding (Figure 34).
Creator interviews revealed it wasmore common for creators to initiate contact withmedia, however in some cases crowdfunding itself was sufficiently newsworthy thatmedia approached creators:
“We promoted it [ the project] on Twitter…and immediately one of the local TV stations
called…”
– creator, HomicideWatchMedia became involved across various time periods of crowdfunding, but at this juncturehelped promote the project and to attract attention at live kick-off.
Due to the work-intensive nature of crowdfunding (Hui et al., 2012), creators reportedthemajority of this periodwas devoted to activity directly preparing for, and benefitting,the live period. Secondary non-core activitywas not mentioned by creators.
5.3.3 Live funding: motivating participation
Live funding is dominated by a focus onmeeting funding goals. As reported by creators,this was themost intensive period of activity. This involved engaging with both pre-existing networks as well as forging new ones:
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“…since our idea was founded on a sense of community, we wanted to pull on those
networks ever so slightly, to not only fund our idea, but to gain interest and excitement
around the idea as well”
– creator, SmootheOperator
“[crowdfunding] did give us a chance to kind of get in peoples’ faces and encourage them to
give”
– creator, OranjezichtAlthough some projectmomentum can be initiated entirely by backers and would-bebackers, themajority of live funding activity uncovered during research originated fromthe creators. Motivating participation was verywork-intensive for project creators,requiring both time and creativity:
“It was a lot of work. Just thinking up the rewards, and you know…how to creatively thank
people on Facebook without saying the same thing every time…I mean, that’s not my
forte.”
– creator, OranjezichtCreators did seem to intuitively sense the importance of the live period in coordinationwith periods preceding and following crowdfunding:
“a campaign basically eats your whole life for the entire month it’s live, plus some time
before, plus – if you’re successful – rather a lot of time afterwards.”
– creator, TouchKeysAlthough most activity is set in the preceding transition phase, the live funding periodcan include some in-the-moment redirects. For example, even thoughmany creators hadset social media strategies in place for live crowdfunding, some projects incorporatedadditional social media during the live period in response to perceived needs of backers.For instance, a Tumblr page was established by Canary in a Coal Mine to encouragebacker storytelling during live funding.
Live funding is themost active time for on-line and on-platform activity. Acrossplatforms, project launch is recognised through the live posting of project details and,most commonly, a specific “welcome”message from the creator (Figure 35):
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Figure 35: Project announcement of live funding and first update posted on KickstarterAt project kick-off, materials prepared in the preceding transition period includingpromotional text, photos, and the project video aremade live. The three primarycategories of activity on the platform during live funding fit into both financial and non-financial activity:1. Funding;2. Comments, and;3. Creator activity.
1. Funding is the ultimate aim of the live period, although the activity itself isobservable only through updates to the total funding on the project landing page.Despite the importance of funding, the process itself is a simple financial transaction.The activity, the sites and the strategy that motivate backers to the point of fundingaremuchmore diverse and complex.
2. Comments on the platformmay originate with the creator or other crowdfundingstakeholders.
Comments during live funding vary considerably, ranging from questions aboutrewards and project execution to shows of support, and ‘cheerleading’, with positivemessages. Creators tend to make public responses to questions through the platform.
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In several instances, comment threads led to creators redirecting some projectchoices in response to public consensus. Across interviewswith project creators thiswas particularly true for those with projects funding physical product, illustrated indetail here:
“when I launched I said basically: here’s what it does, here are the capabilities to the
hardware, it’s a sensor kit, it attaches by USB, I support Mac and Linux on the
software, it works with all different Midi programs, etc. [….] And [people said]we
need Windows support …Now the Windows thing after a while I got enough requests
that I decided: you know what, I had been building the software in the JUCE
environment, and this is a multi-platform sort of cross-platform development kit. So it
should, in principle, be easy to build it on Windows as well as Mac and Linux. So after a
while I thought I’ve already gone halfway there, if I’m ever going to do Windows
support, I might as well promise it now. So I said I’d addWindows support.”
– creator, TouchKeys
Figure 36: Reactive Grip Kickstarter comments between backer and funder
Although commentsmay be posted after the close of live funding, this researchsuggests that this rarely happens.
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Occasionally, activity is initiated to push a project that is close to its funding goal.Although creators often take responsibility, backers with particular connections toprojects can also move this forward. In the case below (Figure 37), during the finalhours of live funding, a backer led a charge in the project’s Kickstarter commentsencouraging everyone to increase their pledge amounts. The comments section wasseen both as a discussion forum and a space to mobilise othersmotivated to see theproject succeed.
Figure 37: Backer-initiated strategy to increase funds raised3. Creator activity in the form of updates is the primary channel by which the creatorcommunicates with backers and would-be backers from the general public. Updatesoften focus on funding, for example, posting when there is limited amount of timeremaining to fund, or if the project has reached a certain percentage of its totalfunding ask. Creators regarded these updates as amethod of keeping backersinformed and sustainingmomentum:
“…[success is] a lot of finger-crossing and a lot of updates. Also the updates were really
good, because things get really hot, and then they cool down, and then you want it to
get hot again. So you need to keep updating your backers”
– creator, Food to FarmDesertGenerally, backersmay comment on updates, or ‘like’ them. However, creatorupdates are rarely used to begin new conversations, but rather for the transmissionof information from creators to the public.
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The sole exception observed during this research waswhere creators used updatesfor product feedback. In this case, Fingersurfing polled their network during the livefunding on the best colour of wax for the surfboards and, ultimately, went with theconsensus vote:
“We were just sitting there like “how the hell should we decide the flavour of the wax we
should have, or what colour” so, why not just ask the people. And that was our most
popular comment I think. People feel very strongly about their wax!”
– creator, Fingersurfing
Figure 38: Fingersurfing creator updates
The live funding period represents various ‘types’ of online activity extending beyondthe platform. Themost important is the use of social media in terms of what it can helpfacilitate, such as involvement and collaboration (Moisseyev, 2013). As such, online andoff-platform activity during live funding is an important component to crowdfundingsuccess.
During the live funding period, social media activity peaks for sharing of content. As inprevious sections, the two dominant social media channels used across crowdfunding areFacebook and Twitter. Both sites focused on promoting the project, engaging backerswith calls to action, fostering conversation, and encouraging backer-initiated content andfeedback.
“I would wake up, and I don't remember where we got this statistic but it shows that most
people check FB early in the morning and then at lunch. So we made a point to put any
updates in the morning.”
– creator, MyHealthEd
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During this live period Facebook and Twitter both featured similar activities, asintroduced in the preceding chapter (Chapter 4.2.5).
In parallel with publicly ‘pushing’ project information across social media, creator workduring the live period features a significant amount of hidden work.
Media activity is also prevalent at this stage of crowdfunding. Across creator interviewstherewas no consensus on this process; in some casesmedia outlets contacted creators,and in other cases media contacts had to be identified and engaged with throughcreators or platforms. While some of this media was offline (e.g., print news), themajoritywas in the form of online articles or sites hosting online versions of offlinecomponents (e.g., radio showwhich also linked audio online). This served a similarinformational and promotional purpose to themedia activity described in the precedingsection.
Themajority of studied projects engagedwith offline activity during live funding.However, the link between offline activity and successful funding is neither a guaranteednor an obvious one:
“I did run around my neighbourhood and put flyers in peoples’ mailboxes. I think that was
unsuccessful.”
– creator, Seahorses
“…we decided to make these business card things and to hand them out to people on the
street. And we put the QR code on them that went to my project. And there was a local
Waterfight Parade that we actually laminated some of the cards and handed them out to
people on floats…I actually think that I got at least one donation from that.”
– creator, Climate for Castrators
For example, Oranjezicht held open volunteer days at the site of the project during livefunding. On-site the project was being promoted and a laptop wasmade available for on-the-spotdonations:
“We did have a sign, and people, like someone would sit there with their laptop so people
could give online. And, pretty much, no one did.”
– creator, Oranjezicht
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Since funding is processed online this is a periodwhere online participation and on-platform activity are crucial to success. It is possible that offline activity is better suitedfor other periods along the crowdfunding timeline. The exception to this pattern was thecase of offlinemedia, which helped extend the reach and audience for crowdfundingprojects. Print newspaper and televisionwere twoways in which projects receivedattention during live funding:
“Citizinvestor got an article written about the campaign in the Metro paper which, you
know, in the US is the one that is in all of the metro stations in Boston and New York and so
on…and I think that was towards the middle of the campaign.”
– creator, TechGoesHome
“the TV news were here twice. Within a month. And we had articles written about us in
newspapers.”
– creator, Food to FarmDesertNon-core activity during the live funding period are those activities less likely to havesignificant influence on a project. For example, no creator traced a correlation betweenblog posts or website updates and crowdfunding activity. ‘Secondary’ social media –those channels that were not primary sites for sharing information or communicating –were also non-core during live funding.
Surprisingly, even for successfully funded projects with thousands of backers such asCanary in a Coal Mine, YouTube (Figure 39) did not inspire any key activity such asshares, embedded video in other locations online, or even discussions:
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Figure 39: Canary in a Coal Mine YouTube channel37
5.3.4 Transition live-to-post: delivering on promisesIn the transitional period from live funding to post funding, the focus of successfullyfunded projects is on:1. Delivering on the promisesmade during live funding (be those physical or intangibleoutputs); and2. Reinforcing the use of sites of activity beyond the platform, transitioning activity tothese sites after the platform focus of the live period
As a result, this period’s activity prioritises creator action in delivering stated rewardsand project development, as well as heightening communication across various sites ofactivity in order to transition from the platform and counteract any ‘drop off’ of interest.
37 Although YouTube enables comments, it was uncommon for this to be used as a site for projectdiscussionat any period along the crowdfunding timeline(https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6qt7dyl4F_MXMpHPHPJtIw/discussion).
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It is important to note that this, and the following post-funding phase, depend uponwhether the crowdfunding project was successfully funded or not. If not funded, nofurther action is required of the project creator.
Although the purpose of this period is to conclude the live funding and begin circulatingrewards and/or progressingwith the development of the project itself, creators wereconsistent in expressing the challenge of doing so within a tight time period.
Online and on-platform activity is considerably slowed beyond live funding. However,even if activity during this period is not as frequent as before, the platform remainscentral for transmitting basic project information, and helps with continuity andtransition.
Certain platforms have features that promote their use for on-going updates. Kickstarterenables creators to send these updates to all backers via their email addresses shared atthe time of donation. Many projects use the platform to circulate amessage to backers atthe end of the live period. These updates tend to incorporate amessage of thanks, aproposal for next steps, and suggestions for how backers can continue to contribute.
In this transitional period, the platform can also direct interested parties towards actionon other sites. For example, once successfully funded, Fingersurfing creators usedKickstarter to link to their website and other social media channels (Figure 40). Thisencourages backers and others who might come across the project page after the end offunding to engage with the project in newways, and also to consider additional productorders:
Figure 40: Fingersurfing post-funding notice on Kickstarter
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This is helpful as a creators are approaching the key challenge of delivery. Circulatingupdates and encouraging transparency between backer and creator helpsmaintainpositive relationships between stakeholders:
“…honestly, we were pretty late in getting some rewards to folks…”
– creator, BeezKneezSocial media activity declines after the live-funding period, but remains an importantonline but off-platform feature. Generally, social media channels are used to announcethe official close of live funding, and to post, if successfully funded, a celebratorycomment, video or link. Importantly, this celebration tends to be framed in collaborative,group terms (“we did it”, as in Figure 41), creating a sense of ownership and sharedaccomplishment for all stakeholders:
Figure 41: Facebook image celebrating the successful conclusion of the live funding for
Canary in a Coal MineOnline the transition from live to post funding is also an opportunity to remind backersand the public at large of how to remain in contact with creators. For example, thecreator of Canary in a Coal Mine, posted to the Facebook page to remind the public aboutthe project hashtag to be used across all social media postings for continuedcommunications.
Backers’ activity online after successful funding was celebratory. This involved showingsupport in the form of a ‘like’ of a positive status update about the project’s funding or amore personal contribution, such as in Figure 42 where backers added their own contentand uploaded personal pictures in shared celebration of a project successfully funded.
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Figure 42: Canary in a Coal Mine backers celebrate post-live funding on the project
Facebook page38Offline the transition from live to post funding features a significant amount of hiddenwork for creators. The pressure to deliver rewards within the stated timeframe is acommon challenge during this period. This was oftenmade harder by time and otherlogistics:
“…making and packaging and sending things for people is not really part of my daily life
normally, so that was harder to find the time to do.”
– creator, Climate for Castrators
38 In the case of Canary in a Coal Mine, the Facebook pagewas rapidly being updated as the project wasreaching the endof live funding onKickstarter (https://www.facebook.com/canaryfilm?fref=ts).
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These challenges reflect that many projects are initiated by first-time entrepreneurs whodid not even necessarily plan ahead beyond a successful funding period:
“I’ve just been too busy shipping the instruments [final product]…I think in the heat of a
campaign it’s very easy to get pulled away from what your core stuff is and make a lot of
promises because you feel like if you don’t make promises then you’re not going to fund, and
then what happens is that you’ve over-promised and then you’ve kind of…either never have
any free time, or end up having to under-deliver and let people down.”
– creator, TouchKeys
Delivering, and delivering well, was an important theme for creators. The idea that arelationship between creator and backer could be forged through the exchange of fundsand support for their project was reinforced in creator interviews. A sense of‘obligation’ to backers was a common sentiment to all creators:
“there is a period afterwards when you have a huge…obligation to all the people who
helped you succeed. And then that’s something that we really felt. Like first we were like
“holy shit we got 21 grand, holy fuck, let’s buy a Porsche!”. And then it was like: yeah, we
can do this! And then it was like…this is actually 1,000 people who trusted their money
with us and it was just, like…ok, well then now we have to make the coolest product ever for
these guys, they really deserve it because we’re so grateful. And it takes a lot of time.”
– creator, Fingersurfing
For projects with physical sites, this transition period is a timewhen backers areespecially interested in site visits. In terms of this time period being focused ondelivering on project promises, these visits could be part of the backer ‘reward’, but alsoserved to transition backers from the live funding towards a deeper sense of connection;delivering on a sustained relationship.
“…we had crowdfunders’ day – a potato day – and the crowd came from all over the place”
– creator, Sarvari
Non-core activity during the live to post transition refers to activity that is neitherdirectly responsible for delivering on the rewards of the project, nor communicatingupdates to backers. These include various ways of marking the end of the live fundingperiod and beginning of the post-funding. The Canary in a Coal Mine project held a “wrapparty” on Google+ to celebrate the project. This provided an opportunity to congregate
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and also to reflect, using the prompts provided by creators . This wrap party waspromoted across various social media channels used by the project Twitter, Facebook,Google+ (Figure 43). Although this was well-planned and provided ameans for theinternational group of backers to congregate together, it was poorly attended. Of the2,593 backers of the project, only 25 attended39:
Figure 43: Google+wrap party for Canary in a Coal Mine
39 No reasonwas given for poor attendance, although limited advance notice, lack of familiarity withGoogle+ and coordination across time zones could all be contributing factors(https://plus.google.com/events/cph6dvhv0o4mtfhec26lsf8a4as)
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5.3.5 Post-funding: engagingThe post-funding period is much less structured in terms of timing and types of activity.Creators included in the research ranged from those who had just completed funding tothose who had funded several years prior. Post-funding can also serve different purposesdepending on the type of project. Whereas some projects might just be interested insecuring funding through the live period and have limited involvement beyond deliveryon promised rewards, other projects seek both funding and a sustained, engagedaudience. This latter scenario was true for on-going initiatives (e.g., Canary in a CoalMine) and those with longer-termmulti-stage goals (e.g., Adopt A Bee).
The common intent for post-funding across creators interviewed is to continue engagingwith their backers through the implementation of the final output, or by starting newinitiatives employing the same base of backer support. This idea of post-fundingrelationships is consistent with the longer-term dynamics that can exist between creatorand backers, as described by Gerber and Hui (2013).
Several creators explicitly expressed a sense of accountability to their backers duringthis period, recognising their contribution tomoving the project forward. This echoesthe discussion of crowdfunding and community relationships explored later in this andthe following chapters:
“I won’t ask those people for money, like, for a cent, before I fulfil the promise that we have
made, just to make this bond between us and them even stronger.”
– creator, Adopt a Bee
“…a least personally for me, there’s an accountability thing. Where, like, you’re asking for
money towards the beginning of your project…[and] you don’t want to ask for money again
until you’ve produced a “product”, and to show people “this is what you’ve helped me do,
this is how your money was spent, this is, you know, what you’ve created.”
– creator, Surviving the SavannaOnline and on-platform activity post-funding isminimal. Although crowdfundingplatforms tend to archive public postings after the end of live funding, crowdfundingactivity in the post-funding period tends to transition away from the platform itself.
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However, certain recently added features to Kickstarter (‘Spotlight’) and Indiegogo(‘InDemand’) aim to retain platform audiences beyond the close of the funding period40.
Kickstarter’s ‘Spotlight’ (Figure 44), established in March 2015, maintains that “funding isjust the beginning”41, and provides options for creators to share an expanded story oftheir crowdfunding projects and updates long after the live funding. Through Spotlight,project pages on crowdfunding platforms become primary homepages:
Figure 44: Kickstarter's introduction to SpotlightIndiegogo’s ‘InDemand’ feature, established in January 2015, allows creators withsuccessfully funded projects to transition directly to the post-funding time periodwhilestill using the platform for backer communications, pre-orders and other projectlogistics. Although InDemand has purpose beyond funding, the example of Geek PulseDAC (Figure 45) also illustrates the great financial momentum that crowdfunding cangenerate; the project has raisedmore than 3million USD, with 1.4 million of that totalcoming post-live funding through InDemand:
40 Both of these features launched on their respective sites in 2015. As a result, though notable in terms ofconfirming that platforms are identifying important roles beyond live funding, these features had no directimpact on the projects included in research.41 Kickstarter shares details of Spotlight for creators, backers, and interestedmembers of the public at(https://www.kickstarter.com/spotlight)
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Figure 45: Geek Pulse DAC using Indiegogo's InDemand42These features suggest that platforms themselves recognise live funding period is only asmall portion of crowdfunding’s activity and potential.
Backer-motivated activity on the platform post-funding occursmost commonly in thecase of projects with rewards and pertains to delivery enquiries. That these commentsare public may, arguably, serve as an additional accountability feature to ensure thatcreators deliver on their live funding promises:
42 Although the results fromGeek Pulse DACmight not be typical, they do illustrate the potential of variousstagesofactivity acrossprojects: (https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/geek-pulse-dac-high-rez-desktop-dac-system).
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Figure 46: Post-funding comments between creator and backers regarding feedback and
delivery status (XOAB)
Figure 47: Project backers prompting creators for project updatesCreator-motivated activity on the platform post-funding tends to be in the form ofupdates. The platform provides an efficient way to send immediate updates to allbackers. These updates are especially useful for projects with an on-going mission orlarger initiative at hand; in this case, the creator uses the platform to communicate withbackers from the live period of funding, seeing them as a potential target audience.Months after the close of the funding, these updatesmight only be tangentially related tothe funding period forwhich theplatformwasprimarily used.
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This feature of platforms particularly serves projects with longer timescales, such as filmprojects, enabling backers to ‘see’ progress through sharing production details, stills, andpress coverage. In Figure 48 , the project creator continues to engage backers with anupdate (#37) on her continued work, but also encourages the backer group toparticipate through a targeted call to action:
Figure 48: Post-funding project updates circulated to backers (Canary in a Coal Mine)Online and off-platform post-funding, creators seemed to inherently understand thevalue of an audience built over the course of crowdfunding, whichwill be discussedin terms of ‘community’ in Chapter 6. This crowd has the potential for long-terminfluence and activity, with one project creator describing backers as “activists”rather than simply financial donors:
“…I don’t think of them [backers] as donors, because I think maybe donors pay us money to
do the job for them, they are sort of offsetting themselves. Like, I want to be eco-friendly, so
I will give some money to Greenpeace and that makes me green. But in crowdfunding it
doesn’t work like this. They don’t pay us to do our job. They are actually taking an action
to do something, and they are part of the project. And so they are much closer to activists
than campaign donors. That’s how I see it.”
– creator, Adopt A BeeAs a result, creators emphasized taking actions to maintain this crowd. In some cases(e.g., Adopt A Bee, Kollektiv Gallery, Sarvari, Saving the Savanna) thiswas discussed in
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terms of continuing engagement with the crowd in order to then continue crowdcontribution in the future, even possibly for subsequent crowdfunding projects. In othercases, providing an on-going space for backers to congregate was specific to the project,such as in this instance providing backers a place to discuss their shared use of theprototype:
“maintaining the community is important [post-funding]. I started a Google group,
honestly just a public group where people can share ideas and get some feedback”
– creator, TouchKeysThemost typical approach tomaintain engagement post-fundingwas for creators tocontinue use of the primary social media channels employed during live funding(Facebook, Twitter). With the exception of TouchKeys (Google Groups), no new project-related social media channels were established by project creators post-funding.
The social media channels that carry over from live funding include project updates inthe post-funding period,most notably majormilestones related to project execution.However, these feeds generally revert to more general content; related to the generaltopic of the project, and not the crowdfunding specifically. Any social media channelsthat stay active can be project-specific (see: @smoothe_op), larger organisation specific(see: @redroseforest), or in the name of the creator (see: @pipwillcox)43. Conversely, alack of activity by some projects post-live funding sent opposite cues and signals tomembers of the public in terms of on-going activity and engagement, such as in the casethe unsuccessfully funded You Should Totally Meet, where the project Twitter accountthat was not updated since the project was live in December 2013 (Figure 49):
43 These examples are all from Twitter. Further details provided in Appendix 1.
Chapter 5: When crowdfunding activity occurs - the importance of timeline
177
Figure 49: You Should Totally Meet project TwitterThis period is characterised by significant inactivity. While live funding requiressignificant time and coordination, once that period concluded, certain activities fell to thewayside.
“The blog is still live, but at this stage I haven't updated it for ages.”
– creator, Sprint for Shakespeare
In addition to platform updates emailed to backers (see: previous section), creators alsomake use of email lists to remain connected to backers. In the following case, the creatorcites positive engagement rates in the post-funding period, as evaluated through emailopen rates:
“…those people that we ask and that donated money…they are still in touch with us. We
sent them an email 2 weeks ago and it got over 50% open rate: so, they are engaged, still….I
have a reason, it’s an educated guess I would say, that I think those people would stay with
us, for a longer [time], [and] for other campaigns also. Because the bond that is created
when you givemoney to something or somebody is really strong.”
– creator, Adopt A Bee
Offline activity in the post-funding period wasmost obvious for projects with physicalsites. In this case, the post-funding period was a time duringwhich offline activity wascoordinated, such as groups of volunteers (see: civic crowdfunding example, Chapter6.2.6). Through offline activity the creators were able to benefit from some of the non-financial advantages of crowdfunding, with volunteers helping with site maintenance
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and upkeep. However, the challenge of on-going engagement for both creators andbackers was also acknowledged:
“trying to find really solid people and keep them engaged? That’s very hard to do. And I
don’t have a good answer for that [how to do it], we’re still trying to work through
that…I’ve been a volunteer coordinator for other NGOs where I’ve worked…sometimes you
get skilled committed volunteers who will show up in the rain on a Saturday but most of the
time, you don’t…and this is completely volunteer-run so it’s hard because the people who
are really in it, really have to stay in it. And I think you really risk burn-out, which nobody
wants.”
– creator, OranjezichtDuring post-funding, momentum from the live period can be harnessed towardsmoreactivity. In one case it related to financing, with a successfully funded project serving asvalidation ofmarket support:
“[I]t [crowdfunding] helped us raise more money off the back of it, because people – like the
bank – would look at it and go “wow, you raised 30K pounds through collaborative
funding? Wow. Well, this must be an idea people like”. But aside from that: it just got us
involved with people, which we love to do, and which the plan is all about…people.”
– creator, HiSBEThis momentum resulted in creators and backers launching new initiatives related to theproject, such as shared discussion of use of the final product (e.g., Fingersurfing),continued shared research in the area (e.g., Sarvari), and developed programs andcontinued outreach (e.g., Sprint for Shakespeare).
Due to the variability of activity at this stage, research was not able to identify significantnon-core project activity during post-funding.
5.3.6 Summary of activity per time period
Across the three core time periods of crowdfunding, as well as the two periods oftransition, the following common themes have been identified:
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Figure 50: Crowdfunding Activity ProcessAlthough the activity per time period is not fixed, the distinct purpose of each suggeststhat crowdfunding is a process whereby certain purposes are addressed through setactivities: online and on-platform, online and off-platform, and offline. This sectionsummarises notable creator and backer activities, as well as non-core activities whereapplicable.
Consolidating information in the chart reveals the extent to which activities incrowdfunding are complementary, rather thanmirror images of one another, reinforcingindustrywisdom:
Figure 51: Excerpt from crowdfunding discussion on Twitter44This section illustrates that the same aim per period can be accomplished throughdifferent activities and various sites.
5.4SummaryFigure 52 builds on Figure 23 through adding insights to the visualisation of Chapter flow.
44 Unaffiliatedwith any project, Twitter discussions about crowdfunding can be identified throughhashtags suchas #crowdfunding
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Figure 52: How timeline influences crowdfunding: the flow of insightsAcknowledging the role of timeline in crowdfunding can help anticipate activity as wellas stakeholder needs, in particular creators planning for projects. This Chapter firstidentifies distinct ‘action’ (n = 3) and ‘transition’ (n = 2) periods, then identifies purposeper crowdfunding period. Finally, the chaptermaps crowdfunding activity along thetimeline created by these five periods.
Consideration for crowdfunding’s timeline contributes to three insights:1. The same sites of activity can have different purposes across crowdfundingperiods;2. Crowdfunding activity is concentrated differently across the timeline of a
project, and;3. Crowdfunding activity does not occur in isolation across time.
1. The same sites of activity can have different purposes across crowdfundingperiods. Facebook activity, themost prominent type of social media activity incrowdfunding, is a good example of different purposes served by same sites ofactivity across crowdfunding. During the pre-funding period Facebook activity isengaged for networking, during live funding it highlights key Kickstarter content, andduring post-funding, Facebook provides a site for continued engagement. The timing
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of the use of Facebook clarifies the purpose of its activity, and emphasises howdiverse goals can bemet using the same social media channel. Explicitly cataloguingthemultiple uses for Facebook, as performed throughout this chapter, could helpfuture crowdfunding creators anticipate the sites of activity central to their projects.This chapter includes detail on various other sites whose purposes changes acrosscrowdfunding timelines, for example: crowdfunding platforms, other social mediasuch as Twitter, and offline sites of activity.
2. Crowdfunding activity is concentrated differently across the timeline of a
projectDespite the existence of three key time periods and two transition periods,themost universally shared activities across crowdfunding take place during thepre-to-live transition, the live period and the live-to-post transition.
Longer-term pre and post-funding periods are themost variable and, in this case,most susceptible to changes based on specific characteristics of the projects. Forexample, at these junctures, details such as whether the project is fromwithin a pre-existing organisation with networks, or is an entirely new initiative, significantlyinfluences activity. The specifics of characteristics of importance, as well as sub-typesof crowdfunding projects, will be discussed in both Chapter 6 and Chapter 7. Theacknowledgment that, although five periods of crowdfunding exist, not all require thesame amount of creator work or activity helps those preparing for projects anticipatecrowdfunding needs.
3. Crowdfunding activity does not occur in isolation across time. Crowdfundingactivities do not exist in a vacuum; activities coordinate with one another across time.Crowdfunding periods are distinguished by different priorities and the groups ofactivities used to achieve specific aims. A point for future research includes deeperinvestigation into whether certain activities ‘trigger’ other activities (e.g., Facebookposts might particularly influence rate of Tweets). Crowdfunding activities work intandemwith one another. For instance, activities can have compounded effects (e.g.,Facebook and Twitter activity both serving to motivate participation during livefunding) or complementary effects (e.g., on-platform activitymotivates financial
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donation, whereas offline activity encourages on-site volunteering) across thecrowdfunding process.
Identifying crowdfunding periods and their specific purposes emphasises the importanceof the activity presented in Chapter 4. Through this approach this chapterreinforces how timeline influences crowdfunding through choice and purpose of activity.
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Chapter 6: Crowdfunding and Community
6.1 IntroductionThemes of sociability across crowdfunding have been incorporated throughout thisthesis, from discussion of user-generated content and collaboration (Chapter 1), toexplicit mention of networks within crowdfunding (Chapter 2), to social activities suchas offline organising and engagement through social media (Chapter 4). These themesare consolidatedwithin this chapter by considering community within crowdfunding.This chapter addresses:
How does community influence crowdfunding, and vice versa?
Figure 53: Chapter 6 flowSection 6.2 characterises communitywithin crowdfunding through discussingcomponent parts, presenting a definition of communitywithin crowdfunding, andapplying a theoretical lens to clarify bonds of attachment within online community (Renet al., 2007). Section 6.3 then proceeds by proposing a positive bi-directionalrelationship between community and crowdfunding, suggesting that community benefitscrowdfunding, but also that crowdfunding could benefit community. Table 10 (Chapter3.6.2) outlines the research methods used to generate insights and address the questionsas presented in Figure 53.
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It is important to acknowledge that community can have negative illustrations; it isconceivable that communities engage in behaviour that harms, rather than enhances, aproject. Publicmedia stories confirm the extent to which crowdfunding could helpdevelop the ‘wrong’ communities, such as foreign terrorist groups (Rubenfeld, 2015).However, within this research crowdfundingwas perceived by project creators to beoverwhelmingly positive. Evaluating the ethics or validity of different communities isbeyond the scope of this thesis; rather, the focus of this chapter is placed onacknowledging the existence of communitywithin crowdfunding, identifying itscomponent parts, and illustratingways in which it might be fostered for project success.
6.2 Characterising communitywithin crowdfundingAlthough there was explicit, and extensive, mention of community by creators acrosssemi-structured interviews, there is no current definition of community as it relates tocrowdfunding.
The following steps outline the process by which communitywithin crowdfunding wasassessed:
First, examples of community as described by creators across this research are listed anddiscussed. Through this, component parts of community within crowdfunding areidentified (6.2.1).
Second, the concept of community within crowdfunding is shaped by review of existingcommunity literature. To examine and to validate this emergent perspective, this chapterdraws from other understandings of community, particularly online community, due toits suitable application to crowdfunding (6.2.2).
Third, the definition of communitywithin crowdfunding is unpacked, considering theinfluence of empirical data as well as existing community literature (6.2.3).
Fourth, the specific lens of Ren et al. (2007) regarding attachments within onlinecommunity is applied to crowdfunding to further understand two components of
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community: emotional and behavioural investment (Sections 6.2.4, 6.2.5). A discussionof this lens assesses the suitability and limitations of its application to crowdfunding.
Finally, the example of civic crowdfunding (6.2.6) provides a focused illustration of theways in which community can affect crowdfunding, and vice versa. Through highlightingoffline activity in civic projects this example reinforces that communitywithincrowdfunding is not limited to online.
6.2.1 Community across empirical work
Semi-structured interviewswith project creators confirm that a significant portion ofcrowdfunding is social; activity from, and engagement with,members of the ‘crowd’influences type and sites of activity, as well as project outputs and outcomes. Projectcreators not only acknowledge the existence of communitywithin crowdfunding, butalso consider it an advantage to using crowdfunding:
“…if you got a loan from a bank, you don’t get a crowd of people supporting you”
– creator, SarvariThis thesis relies on specific illustrations of community provided by project creators toidentify components common to communitywithin crowdfunding.
Table 20 catalogues cited illustrations of community with crowdfunding projectsincluded in this research, as identified during semi-structured interviewswith projectcreators. Presence of community within crowdfunding is assessed on a project-by-project basis, as creators were not consistent with terminology (e.g., ‘group’, ‘members’,‘networks’, ‘crowd’, ‘funders’). The examples provided by creators generally refer tobackers (Table 20); Chapter 4.4.2 acknowledges the range of backer types possible. Ofthe twenty-eight projects included in research, only three creators did not mentioncommunity (Puppy Protectors, XOAB, You Should Totally Meet).
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Table 20: Illustrations of community within crowdfunding, as identified by creators in
semi-structured interviews
Project Communities as identified through this research
Adopt A Bee LGBT communities; Greenpeace supporters; Polish citizens local to thebeehives; digital campaigners
Alien
Invaders
Local action groups, individual land managers interested in the topic areaof the project
Beez Kneez
Local biking community; bee research/agricultural research community;residents of Minneapolis, where creators live; bee activists; food/marketvendors in Minnesota; environmental groups; education groups
Climate for
Castrators
Academic community at creator’s institution, alumni community, localgroups interested in ecology; local Baptist church community
Connecting
Blind
Children
with Tech
Disability activists; tech educators; supporters of the larger Tech GoesHome organization; community around the Citizinvestor platform
Crosswalk
Flags Residents (neighbours) local to the offline problem
Farm to Food
Desert
Local communities benefitting from outputs of the project; the larger socialjustice initiative of which the project is a part; student communities fromthe affiliated university; university researchers and administrators; thosecommitted to the national and international ‘slow food’ and whole foodmovements
Fingersurfing Fans of ‘surf culture’; gadget lovers
HiSBE
Local residents; politicians and various councils; national ethical foodmovement and social enterprise movements; ethical consumers,internationally
Homeroom Locals to the restaurant; supporters of independently owned restaurants;food lovers, ‘foodies’, from around the world
Homicide
Watch
Inter/national press; journalism and academic communities; social justicecommunities; local neighbourhoods affected by thework covered byHomicideWatch; journalist and media community
Kollektiv
Gallery
Local residents; fellow emerging artists; shop owners and landlordsaround the city getting a boost through the project; university alumnicommunity
Lucia
International Indian diaspora interested in preservation oflanguage/culture; readers of the creator’s blog; fans of the psychologicalthriller genre of movie; those local to the film shooting sites; local tech andentrepreneurial community in Bangalore
MyHealthEd University alumni community; Teach for America cohort; professionalcontacts
Of Monks
andMen
University community; thoseworking, studying or researching within thesame discipline; rural hometown community
Old College
Comics
Fans of collaborations with other artists and writers; attendees at comicconventions
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Project Communities as identified through this research
Oranjezicht
Offline neighbourhood; pre-existing supporters of affiliated activitiesrelated to the project (e.g., farmer’s market); local farmers / hobbyistgardeners; local restaurant and food-lover population; local non-profitswith similar missions
Sarvari
Agriculturalists: hobbyist gardeners, small-scale farmers and growers,gardening organisations; non-GMO food groups; organisations looking tosupport civic initiatives
Seahorses Supporters from previous crowdfunding projects; local professionalnetworks; university community (home lab, affiliated departments)
Smoothe
Operator
Local professional networks; local food communities of restaurant ownersand entrepreneurs
Somerville
Mobile
Farmers'
Market
Those local to the project; other local programs; local health careinstitutions / community health workers; local research, student anduniversity community; existing supporters of the larger initiative of whichproject is a part; future beneficiaries of the project
Sprint for
Shakespeare
Group of supporters of the library affiliated with the project; Shakespearelovers; UK-based educators; arts and theatre groups
Stevenson
Square
Small business owners in the vicinity of the project; pre-existingsupporters of the affiliated non-profit and similar ‘greening’ initiatives;local groups brought into the project by the local councillor; businesscommunity local to the project
Surviving the
Savanna
Community of fellow doctoral students; supporters of affiliated research;hobbyists interested in the project output
Touchkeys Musicians; local industry groups; research and academic contacts;entrepreneurial community
The table above establishes that communities cited share a common cause or interest(e.g., hobbies, such asmusic and gardening; issues, such as non-GMO agriculture andendangered species; status, such asmedical condition or geographic location). Specificillustrations of community activity provided through semi-structured interviews identifyfurther commonalities to communitywithin crowdfunding such as sustainedparticipation over the duration of the project, and contributions in addition to financialdonations. Examples include providing project feedback (e.g., Reactive Grip, Touchkeys),initiating promotional discussion across social media (e.g., Canary in a Coal Mine, Sarvari)and offline volunteering (e.g., Oranjezicht, Stevenson Square).
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By reviewing these examples, common components to community within crowdfundingemerged:1. Common cause, shared interest;2. Emotional in addition to behavioural investment;3. Activity over time;4. Activity across sites, and;5. Financial and non-financial outputs.
1. Common cause, shared interest - This interest can be directed towards the projectitself, the larger cause with which the project is affiliated, or the project creator. Thisinterest in a project is the catalyst to emotional and behavioural investment.
2. Emotional in addition to behavioural investment - Both emotional andbehavioural components are crucial to the concept of communitywithincrowdfunding, and are evaluated on a project-by-project basis.
Emotional investment features engagement with the crowdfunding project on anemotional level, indicating a personal vested interest in its success (Section 6.2.4).
Behavioural investment is indicated by specific actions to benefit projectdevelopment (Section 6.2.5).
Emotional investment does not feature activity, but behaviour alone is not sufficientto indicate community. Rather, emotional investment in concert with behaviouralinvestment leads to certain types of crowdfunding activity, such as sustainedparticipation in a project, and non-financial contributions such as feedback,networking, and volunteering. Although not necessarily the case, investment wasspecifically identifiable within crowdfunding projects as those activities thatacknowledge a group, not just individual activity, such as communication amongcommunitymembers.
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Indicators of emotional investment, as provided by semi-structured interviews,include:
x Longer-termproject involvement;
x Personal storytelling;
x Conversations between backers unrelated to funding, and;
x Illustrations of trust and commitment beyond financial donation (e.g., sharingpersonal photos, or other identifying information)
In addition to funding, indicators of behavioural investment, as provided by semi-structured interviews, include:
x ‘Shared’ activity such as communication (creator-backer, backer-backer) andcollaboration;
x Activity that takes on project ‘work’ that would otherwise fall to the creator suchas providing publicity, expert feedback, volunteering skills
3. Activity over time - Community can pre-date, or be established alongside, projectdevelopment. Communitywas unlikely to have one sole illustrationwithin acrowdfunding project (e.g., only involved in one financial donation); illustrations ofcommunity tend to feature either sustained involvement over time, or several pointsof activity along the project timeline. Community was particularly identifiable in theperiods preceding and following the live funding, as these were less associated withthe funding and transactional activity associatedwith the project, and thereforehighlighted the emotional as well as behavioural investment as discussed in thepreceding point.
4. Activity across sites - Community can exist offline, online, or both, as illustrated inthe case of civic crowdfunding (Section 6.2.6). Examples provided by creatorsindicate that community within crowdfunding is rarely limited to one site of activity.Instead, community within crowdfunding can span across online spaces (e.g., thecrowdfunding platform, as well as external sites such as Twitter and Facebook), andalso congregate offline (e.g., backers as offline volunteers).
5. Financial and non-financial outputs - Of the three creators who cited no
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illustrations of community (e.g., Puppy Protectors, XOAB, You Should Totally Meet)twowere not successfully funded. By contrast, all projects with communities listed in
Table 20were successfully funded. Although a small sample, there is the suggestion ofa positive relationship between presence of community and project outcomes.Non-financial outputs include things such as feedback, collaboration, andvolunteering. These types of non-financial outputs are interpreted as indirectlyindicating commitment to a project beyond the transaction.
Across the great diversity indicated in the projects profiled in Table 1, the followinghighlights the core component parts of community as presented through empirical work(Figure 54):
Figure 54: Community within crowdfundingThese component partswill be evaluated through consideration of existing communityliterature in the following section.
6.2.2 Community as presented in existing research
Although no definition of community within crowdfunding currently exists, the twinningof crowdfundingwith community themes is not new, as discussed in Chapter 2.
In order to examine and to validate the emergent perspective of community incrowdfunding as developed through the perspective of empirical work, definitions ofcommunity from existing literaturewere considered.
common cause,shared interest
...emotionalinvestment...behaviouralinvestment
financial and non-financial outputs
over time
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The topic of community is broad. Tomanage the scope, this thesis assesses definitions ofonline community that incorporate an understanding of community establishment andmaintenance within the online space consistent with crowdfunding.
Crowdfunding can incorporate offline community as well. This is important toacknowledge, and online-offline transitions arediscussed in the Stevenson Squareexample in 6.2.6. However online activity is a constant to crowdfunding, and thedefinition of community within crowdfunding presented in this chapter is notinconsistent with offline community as observed through empirical work. Similaritiesbetween online and offline community are confirmed in other existing research, citing thesame forging of relationships between people who share something in common (Kim,2000).
The following definition of online community serves as a preliminary point of reference:
“…an Internet-connected collective of people who interact over time around a shared
purpose, interest, or need”
(Ren et al., 2007, p.378)
Preece (2000) discusses identifying community on a case-by-case basis, differentiatingbetween ‘core’ essential elements and ‘non-core’ elements of community. The precedingsection suggested several component parts, which serve as ‘core’ elements to communitywithin crowdfunding:1. Common cause, shared interest;2. Emotional and behavioural investment;3. Activity over time;4. Activity across sites, and;5. Financial and non-financial outputs
These are reinforced through existing community literature in the followingways:
1. Common cause, shared interest - The definition above (Ren et al., 2007) confirmsthat community centres around a common cause or interest. Other definitionsreinforce that online communities focus on commonalities betweenmembers (Kim,2000) and on sharing, defining online communities as places where people “interact
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to converse, exchange information or resources, learn or play” (Kraut et al., 2012,p.63).
2. Emotional and behavioural investment - Comparable to the approach of thisthesis, which includes both an emotional and a behavioural component, it is commonfor existing community literature to incorporate a relational, social component aswell as a technical, or structural, component within a definition of community.
Often cited as the first definition, Howard Rheingold highlights elements ofsociability, emotion and activity in describing virtual community45 as:
“…social aggregations that emerge from the Net when enough people carry on
those public discussions long enough, with sufficient human feeling, to form
webs of personal relationship in cyber-space”
(Rheingold, 1993, p.5)Other existing definitions of online community identify the presence of bothsociability (how individuals interact) and usability (how individuals learn, use,interact with a product or site) components (Preece, 2001), or a combination ofsocial as well as technical choices (Ren et al., 2007). Furthermore, existing literatureprovides insight into how communities are bound together, such as the idea ofcommon identity theory (individuals attached to a group) and common bond theory(individuals to individuals) (Ren et al., 2007), which will be addressed in greaterdetail in Section 6.2.4.
Emotional investment iswhat differentiates community investment from less bondedgroups or networks within crowdfunding. This echoes existing community literatureconfirming the importance of emotional attachment (Zhao et al., 2012) as well asshared goals and collective action (Howard, 2010) to communities.
3. Activity over time - This thesis considers crowdfunding across five periods.Timeline is also pertinent to existing literature on community as, much like time
45 Virtual community and online community can be used as synonyms; as addressed in Chapter 1, the termonline community is exclusively used in this thesis.
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periods of crowdfunding, community also has stages of development. Onlinecommunities’ evolution can be discussed through distinct life cycle stages, such asinception, creation, growth, maturity, and death (Iriberri & Leroy, 2009). Similar tothe time periods outlined in Chapter 5, these life cycle stages of community featureevolving needs and related activity.
More subtly, reference to community ties within crowdfunding are described as “on-going” or “lasting” (Hui et al., 2014b, p.70). These references reinforce theunderstanding of this thesis that community tends not to have one point ofinteraction but, rather, indicates relationships and corresponding activity over time.
4. Activity across sites - Communitywithin crowdfunding can span across onlinespaces (e.g. the crowdfunding platform, as well as external sites such as Twitter andFacebook), as well as congregate offline (e.g. backers as offline volunteers).
Online community research addresses how online and offline community caninfluence each other. Existing research debunks the idea that online weakens offlinecommunity, maintaining that online reinforces offline community given that online is“integrated into the regular patterns of social life” (Wellman et al., 2002, p.158).Kavanaugh et al. (2005) assert that online community can strengthen both emotionalinvestment and behavioural investment first established offline. This is further borneout across focused illustrations within existing literature, such as a study confirmingpositive correlation between intensity of Facebook use and strength of offlinerelationships on a college campus (Ellison et al., 2007). This bi-directionality ofbenefit between online and offline community conforms to illustrations ofcommunity activity across sites within crowdfunding.
5. Financial and non-financial outputs - Benefits of community can be both financialand non-financial. As described in Chapter 2, existing work identifies the ways inwhich community can be linked to a project’s financial success (Belleflamme et al.,2014). Also, social media networks – serving as a proxy for community – have beencredited as predictors of project success (Moisseyev, 2013;Mollick, 2014).
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However, existing online community research proposes a wide range of non-financialadvantages to community that can be applied to crowdfunding, such as:
x Relational benefits to the group (e.g., feelings of support),
x Benefits of being online (e.g., geographic reach), and;
x Benefits to participants (e.g., empowerment) (Iriberri & Leroy, 2009).
Existing definitions of online community are compatible with crowdfunding,appreciating the variable use of community and including an emotional componentconsistent with discussion of non-financial components of crowdfundingwithin thisthesis: “any virtual social space where people come together to get and give
information or support, to learn, or to find company” (Preece, 2001, p.348).
6.2.3 Community definition and evaluation
Having highlighted the component parts of communitywithin crowdfunding in 6.2.1 and6.2.2 - common cause or shared interest, activity over time, activity across sites, andoutputs, both financial and non-financial – the emergent definition of community withincrowdfunding is as follows:
Community within crowdfunding is the linking of people with a common cause or
shared interest. This linking is expressed through emotional as well as behavioural
investment. Community within crowdfunding can exist wholly online, or both online
and offline over the timeline of a project. Community activity can contribute both
financially and non-financially to projects.
Empirical work confirms that community can only be evaluated within the context ofeach project, and illustrations of community conform to the identification of thecomponent parts listed in the definition above.
Evaluation of community in existing literature varies, and both qualitative andquantitativemetrics have been used to assess community success (Iriberri & Leroy,2009, p.10). However, quantitativemetrics such as frequency of site visits and number ofmessages sent betweenmembers (Smith & Kollock, 1999), are insufficient for anevaluation of community within crowdfunding as they do not capture the combination of
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emotional investment and behaviours. Themost cited qualitativemetrics for evaluatingcommunity success aremember satisfaction and quality of relationships (Iriberri &Leroy, 2009, p.10); this relates to the crowdfunding characteristics of shared context,cooperation, and communication.
Community within crowdfunding is varied, including the ability to be active online,offline, or online-and-offline. Furthermore, elements of community (e.g., emotionalbonds, strength of relationships) cannot bemeasured easily. In response, the evaluationof community within this research has proceeded by highlighting examples ofcommunity from across the empirical work and isolating commonalities among them.This has generated a list of components common to communitywithin crowdfunding,and an accompanying definition.
Two theoretical lenses (both introduced in Chapter 2) contribute to an understanding ofthis research and a consideration of communitywithin crowdfunding:1. Social capital, and;2. Common identity and bond theory.
1. Social capital can be used to assess communitieswithin crowdfunding. Social capitalrefers to networks, as well the value that can be derived from these networks (Nahapiet& Ghoshal, 1998). Social capital is characterised by bonds and reciprocity (Coleman,1988). This is consistent with components of the definition of community withincrowdfunding, above, such as the linking of people and their contributions towardsprojects. Three pieces of existing research that apply social capital to crowdfunding usethe theory to understand economic activity and to predict successful project funding(Colombo et al., 2015; Giudici et al., 2013; Lehner, 2014).
Lehner (2014) identifies various types of capital that influence social capital. Culturalcapital – shared values, and mutual understanding, for example – helps to build up socialcapital, and is consistent with illustrations of community provided by project creators(e.g., backers with a common interest in organic farming) (Lehner, 2014, p.487). Theidentification that social capital can contribute to economic capital (Lehner, 2014)emphasises that social and economic activity need not be divorced from each other. This
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is consistent with the understanding of emotional investment reinforcing behaviouralinvestment in communitywithin crowdfunding.
The term “internal social capital” (Colombo et al., 2015, p.2) has been introduced to referto the social capital generated as a result of the crowdfunding process itself, such ascrowdfunding stakeholders interacting on a crowdfunding platform. Colombo et al.(2015) importantly identify that although the purpose of crowdfunding is to securefunding, social relationships often result. Lehner (2014) identifies allianceswithinprojects and skills-sharing that can lead to increased social capital for both creator andbacker. Both of these perspectives are consistent with the findings of this thesis.However, although Colombo et al. (2015) highlight crowdfunding’s potential to developcommunity, their research does not address the potential of pre-existing community, orcommunity beyond the platform. Furthermore, although relationships and reciprocityare acknowledged (Colombo et al., 2015), this discussion is focused on funding results,obscuring a consideration of either non-financial or off-platform activity, both describedby creators in this research.
An understanding of individual social capital – as defined by large networks and highlevels of trust for the creator – clarifies the potential for a positive relationship betweencommunity and project funding (Giudici et al., 2013, p.4). However, despite discussion ofsize of networks, what is significant to social capital is the nature of those networks(Lehner, 2014). While consistent with the empirical work of this thesis, as well as withthe work of Mollick (2014) who proposes that size of a creator’s Facebook networkpositively correlates with project success, this does not capture the diversity ofconnections that can exist within crowdfunding, or explain why they originate.
2. Common identity and bond theory – understandingways in which individuals attachto groups, as well as to other individuals - extends the application of social capital,although it has not previously been applied to the case of crowdfunding (Ren et al.,2007). Common identity and common bond theory as presented by Ren et al. (2007)frames crowdfundingwithin its online context, acknowledges the variety of ways bywhich stakeholder attachment can occur, and emphasises core themes of this thesis suchas non-financial activity both preceding and following the live funding period.
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The emotional and behavioural investment of community within crowdfunding will beexplored further within this chapter through application of Ren et al. (2007) andillustrations from semi-structured interviews. Applying Ren et al. (2007) tocrowdfunding not only helps to confirm the presence of community withincrowdfunding, but also identifies specific mechanisms of community, by:1. Contributing to a deeper sense of the variety of bonds that can be forged acrosscrowdfunding stakeholders, using both common bond and common identity theory;2. Facilitating the proposal of implications for communitywithin crowdfunding (Table21), maintaining that design influences attachment and, consequently, activity,and;3. Suggesting not only that community exists, but specifying how community withincrowdfunding might be formed and sustained.
6.2.4 Emotional investment, crowdfunding and community
Emotional investment distinguishes crowdfunding from a purely financial transaction.Continuing the discussion of backers begun in Chapter 4.4.2, individuals, or groups ofindividuals, can bemotivated by connections to:
x The creator;
x Projects;
x Project outcomes;
x A broader subject area related to the project, or;
x A combination thereof.
In the case of the crowdfunded film Lucia, the project brought together Kannadaspeakers around the globe through a sense of emotional investment:
“Eventually when the movie was put on the screen, we had in the title notes, in the
beginning, we actually put 500 names. And you cannot really read anyone’s names because
it’s 500 names in one frame. But in every single screening that I have been part of, even if
there isn’t a single person in the audience whose name is there, I’ve seen the crowd
cheer…no matter where the crowd is, if you’ve contributed, even a rupee, the crowd sees
this as their film. And that was one of the lovelymoments of crowdfunding.”
– creator, Lucia
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This emotional investment is not only a defining characteristic of communitywithincrowdfunding, but also suggests the potential to develop an engaged audience interestedin longer-term project involvement, or non-financial contributions. Emotionalinvestment within this thesis is defined:1. In terms of bonds of attachment (Ren et al., 2007), different ways in whichcommunity members can feel linked, and;2. By providing illustrations of emotional investment specific to crowdfunding backers
Shared context and group bonds as cornerstones of the emotional component of onlinecommunities is a theme that appears in the literature (Bauerlein, 2011; Howard, 2010;Preece, 2000). The work of Ren et al. (2007) on common identity and common bondexplains different ways in which communities can be bound together. This work isapplicable to crowdfunding as it is both prescriptive and predictive, is flexible to variedarticulations, and implies an inherent value to community (Ren et al., 2007). Further, aswith this thesis, Ren et al. (2007) establish an explicit link between communityattachment, design, and resulting action. However, this work does not incorporateconsideration for offline communities, or those that fluctuate between online and offline(Ren et al., 2007). Additionally, although Ren et al. (2007) account for diversity acrossonline communities generally, the specifics of community within crowdfunding inparticular are still being refined, so full suitability of application remains pending.
Common identity and common bond are defined in the following way:
“…common identity in the online context implies that members feel a commitment to the
online community’s purpose or topic. […] Common bond in the online context, in contrast,
implies that members feel socially or emotionally attached to particular members of the
online community.”
(Ren et al., 2007, p.381)Common identity and common bond are notmutually exclusive in crowdfunding, whereprojects incorporate both common bond (e.g., friends and family) and common identity(e.g., shared interest in the subject of the project) at once. Although Ren et al. (2007)suggests that common bond can be less stable since it is dependent on attachment to anindividual (i.e., if this individual leaves the community, the bond is broken), this is less ofa concern across crowdfunding projects where stakeholders are typically bonded to anindividual creator, who remains a project constant.
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Common identity and common bond can be further deconstructed to identify howconnectionsmight be forged. Common identity can be sustained through the following:
x Social categorisation, defined as a shared social category, reinforced throughcommon experience (Ren et al., 2007, p.382). For example, the Lucia project, where abacker community was formed through shared interest in the Kannada language;
x Interdependence, defined as a joint task, a shared purpose, or a common outcome(Ren et al., 2007, p.382). For example, all crowdfunding projects feature backerscontributing together through incremental donations to reach a shared funding goal;
x Intergroup comparisons, defined as in-group versus out-group comparisons, andcemented by firmly demarcating these (Ren et al., 2007, p.387). For example, civiccrowdfunding projects provided themost pronounced examples of intergroupcomparison, where backers identified as being from a specific, shared, offline location(i.e., ‘we’re from this neighbourhood, not that neighbourhood’).
Common bond, by contrast, can be sustained through the following:
x Social interaction, defined as bonds resulting from general sociability and exchange,which build affection, and trust (Ren et al., 2007, p.387). For example, Fingersurfing,where creators regularly engaged in conversations with backers online, or AlienInvaders, where the creator provided offline lectures on the topic of the project toshare findings;
x Personal information, defined as opportunities to disclose personal informationand to share with the group; importantly, this disclosure can create bonds, even in theabsence of interaction (Ren et al., 2007, p.387). For example, Canary in a CoalMine, where a Tumblr page was established during live funding in order for people toshare their personal stories;
x Personal attraction through similarity, defined as bonds forged through commonpersonal traits (class, race, gender) or shared values (Ren et al., 2007, p.387). Forexample, Canary in a Coal Mine, where connections were established through asharedmedical diagnosis; HiSBE and Sarvari projects that bound stakeholderstogether through common values such as ethical food and non-GMO agriculture.
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As these examples illustrate, crowdfundingmay simultaneously incorporate commonbond and common identity.
Chapter 4.4.2 described several groups of backers common to crowdfunding. Thefollowing will revisit several of these groups using the lens of Ren et al. (2007):1. Friends and family;2. Supporters of the project or research behind the crowdfunding;3. Previous supporters of the project or its creator.
These communities need not bemutually exclusive, and also can feature ranges ofinvolvement, care of both “core participants” as well as “peripheral members” (Ren et al.,2007, p.379).
Absent from the list above are ‘wild card factor’ communities, whichwere occasionallyencountered across this research. These are groups that coordinate to support projectsdue to happenstance and good timing rather than factors within the creator’s control; forexample, bonsai tree enthusiasts investing in Surviving The Savanna, or LGBTcommunities rallying in favour of Adopt A Bee:
“We have the really nice support from the LGBT movement, which…not many people
understand why. But there is a big discussion here in Poland about gay and lesbian
marriages, and gay and lesbian rights to adopt children. So this [Adopt A Bee] sort of, I
would say, resonated, it sort of triggered something ‘adopt a bee’, ‘adoption rights’…”
– creator, Adopt A BeeChapter 4 addressed reward seekers and passers-by; across this research, these groupsdid not have an identifiable emotional investment in the project. Super backers, anillustration of a specific type of crowdfunding community member, can exist across eachof the categories above, and so are not discussed independently.
1. Friends and family fit the definition of common bond, in that they aremotivated bytheir relationshipwith the creator rather than the specifics of the project or itsrewards (Ren et al., 2007). In smaller projects, friends and family are often the onlycommunity required to achieve successful funding (e.g., Crosswalk Flags). For largerprojects, friends and family are often the first community to provide significantfunding to a project; this is corroborated in existing research (Agrawal et al., 2015,
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2011a). Interviews suggest that this community provides the project with goodmomentum and, due to an emotional connection, serves to boost morale.
In addition to support from close friends and family, creator interviews indicated thatcrowdfunding could help revive personal connections, in keepingwith Ren et al.(2007)’s suggestion of fostering common bond through social interaction. Theprocess of crowdfunding, involving activities such as Facebook communications,personalised emails, and calls to participation serve to reactivate dormantcommunities. For instance, family at-a-distance learned of a creator’s doctoral workthrough crowdfunding (e.g., Climate for Castrators), and decade-old Facebookconnectionswere revived and offers of collaborative work proposed thanks tocrowdfunding tapping into existing friend communities (e.g., Seahorses). The interestby this community was described as on-going, such as in the following case, wherelive funding had concluded two years prior:
“…my sister’s boyfriend’s Dad…when I’m home for Christmas, I tell him about my
research now because he wants to know because he was suddenly interested
[through crowdfunding]…And I think that the other part that I just didn’t quite
realise was going to happen, which was that…it was really exciting to be able to
showwhat I was doing in such a detailed way to my community…”
– creator, Climate for Castrators
2. Supporters of the project or research behind the crowdfunding fit squarelywithin an identification of common identity, whereby the backers relate to theproject’s larger purpose (Ren et al., 2007). Common identity in this case is fosteredthrough social categorisation and intergroup comparison, as described above. In theformer, the shared category and shared common experience was illustrated in casesof common research interests (e.g., Alien Invaders), sharedmedical condition (e.g.,Canary in a Coal Mine), and shared hobbies (e.g., Fingersurfing) among others.Intergroup comparison was subtly articulatedwhere intrinsic values were attachedto projects; for example, those wishing to take a stand against big chain stores (in thecase of HiSBE, supporting ethical and fair trade food). These values-basedcommunities of support showed especiallywide geographic spread:
“…we have…the slow food group [as backers], which is a worldwide group, so we
have groups like that, that are national, international, that also believe in organic
food. And then some environmental groups…”
– creator, Food to FarmDesert
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Often, these communities were able to utilise specialised knowledge of the projectsubject area, for example policy (e.g., Beez Kneez) or science (e.g., Canary in a CoalMine). This deep knowledge could be articulated through community-generatedcontent, such as in the case of Reactive Grip, wherein the comments on theKickstarter page were highly focused and precise, providing the creator withextensive feedback for future prototypes. This knowledge was also harnessed bycreators for additional project work, such as the case of Sarvari where backercommunities became citizen scientists:
“…we could employ the crowd to help us…this was really a citizen science, in its better
form…give out small amounts of seed potato to anyone in the crowd who wants to grow
them, to assess how we performed in the garden or in the field. And then to harvest, and
then to count the harvest, and hope they do well, and then take them into the kitchen
and start to prepare them in different ways, as food, and to eat them, and to taste them.
to take them all the way through from field to fork.”
– creator, SarvariBeyond personal connection, a shared affiliation can also serve as a way to bothidentify, and to engage with, a community. One affiliation expressed prominentlyacross crowdfunding projects included within the thesis is affiliation to a specificinstitution. Not surprisingly, this wasmost strongly illustrated in the case ofcrowdfunding for academic research, where the affiliation with a university helpedidentify audiences of alumni, faculty and staff, media connections, and even parentsof students:
“…one [backer] was someone…whose daughter was going to start at UGA and…just for
that reason wanted to support science at UGA.” – creator, Climate for Castrators
3. Previous supporters of the project or its creator can be explained through bothcommon identity and common bond theories. As described in Chapter 4, these oftendo not involve new communities; rather, crowdfunding offers a new forum forengagement. This also introduces the concept of various levels of communityinvolvement: communities can be dormant, or they can be active. Dormantcommunities are those inactive, or never active, preceding crowdfunding. Activecommunities are those that, in advance of crowdfunding, communicate andcoordinate either online, offline, or both (Stiver et al., 2015b).
Chapter 6: Crowdfunding and Community
203
Ren et al. consider ways in which common identity and common bond attachment can beencouraged across online community.
Table 21 summarises these recommendations, and interprets observations fromempirical work that satisfy Ren et al. (2007)’s categories .
Table 21: Types of attachment and crowdfunding implications
Type of attachment Considerations forimplementation (Ren et al., 2007) Specific crowdfundingimplications
Common identity
1. Socialcategorisation
Providing spaces for individuals toidentify themselves by eitherobjective (e.g., membership) orsubjective (e.g., political affiliation)criteria (382).
x Providing space on the platform,as well as social media, to shareperspective, identity, andexperiences.
x Incentivising public sharing ofexperiences, as well ascommenting on others’.
2. Interdependence Mobilizing people to work togethertowards a goal (e.g., Open SourceSoftware, Wikipedia contributions)(382).
x Promoting the group task (i.e.,meeting full funding) as ashared initiative, including:communicating whenmilestones met, andencouraging shared ownershipthrough language (e.g., ‘us’, ‘our’,‘we’).
x Positioning rewards as sharedand public (as relevant).
3. Intergroupcomparisons
Encouraging communitymembersto police the boundaries of in/out,tightening the ‘in’ group links andfostering competition with ‘out’groups (387).
x Amplifying the competitiveelement through creatorcommunications (backer groupsvs. backer groups; this projectvs. another project); backer-generated content could alsoreinforce this messaging.
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Type of attachment Considerations forimplementation (Ren et al., 2007) Specific crowdfundingimplications
Common bond
1. Social interaction
Providing opportunities forexchanges, both public and private.This includes recognising the valueof interactions over time, as well assupplementing onlinewith real-world contact, as applicable. (387).
xDiversifying ways in which tofoster interactions, whether on-platform, online and offlinebetween stakeholders.
x Providing opportunities for bothpublic and ‘hidden’ activity (e.g.,public comment boards, privatemessaging).
x Building a sense of ‘co-presence’, which could be online(e.g., Facebook page, virtualevents held online), formal andinformal offline events.
2. Personalinformation
Designing sites for sociability, bothprivate as well as public (e.g., chatrooms). This also includes sharingpersonal information to help forgeconnections (e.g., personal profileslisting hometowns of users) (388).
x Enabling on-platform and onlineways for backers to discloseinformation about themselvesthrough various media: text,photo, and video.
x Personalising online profiles(e.g., on platform) so thatbackers can be identified if theyso choose by name, location,‘joined since’, etc.
3. Personalattraction throughsimilarity
Encouraging interpersonal bondsthrough similarities, andhighlighting similarities acrossgroups (e.g., same profession)(388).
x Prioritising personal profilefeatures such as showingwhatother projects stakeholdershave backed, reinforcingconsistency of values andparallel interests.
6.2.5 Behavioural investment, crowdfunding and community
Rather than assessing behaviours of community separately, behaviour in this chapter isdiscussed in light of the emotional investment introduced in the preceding section.
Given the varied articulations of community across the diversity of crowdfunding (Table
20), it is not feasible to identify any one activity as specific to community. In response, thebehavioural investment of community is considered through two broad categories:1. Non-financial activity, and;2. In addition to live funding, activity preceding and following.
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Both illustrations of activity extend beyond the coremission of crowdfunding to reachfull funding goal during live funding. As a result, this research proposes that thesebehaviours indicate the presence of community as they have objectives beyond thefunding and reward of a project. As stated earlier in the chapter, these are notnecessarily exclusively examples of community, but are indicators of community asidentified through creator interviews.
1. Non-financial activity as a behavioural component of crowdfunding is consideredthrough the lens of existing research on community, with reference to:communication, which includes social interaction (Iriberri & Leroy, 2009; Preece,2000) and cooperation, including collective action (Hine, 2005; Ren et al., 2007).
Communication implies involvement with at least one other, and is facilitated bycommunity because, as members of a group, there are immediate audiences withwhom individuals can communicate. Social media fosters community by providingtools and channels through which individuals can share and exchange. The linkbetween community in crowdfunding and social media has already been suggested,exploringwhere crowdfunding activity occurs, and what it can facilitate. For instance,research confirms the importance of online sites beyond the platform, citing thepositive influence of social mediamechanisms on projects (Moisseyev, 2013).Focused consideration of Facebook establishes that the number of Facebookconnections correlates to crowdfunding project success (Mollick, 2014).
Communication can happen either online (Facebook posts, Twitter conversations) oroffline (face-to-face networking, formal events). Some examples of communicationswithin the context of community include:
x Planning a launch with communitymembers, using existing online fora (e.g.,Canary in a Coal Mine)
x Problem-solving with communitymembers: talking about what worked andwhatdid not within the project, creating an “advisory council” (e.g., Crosswalk Flags)
x Engaging with discussion surrounding the project, drafting “a thousand think-pieces” after live funding (e.g., HomicideWatch)
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x Helping to validate choices and to reinforce the value of their project throughproviding feedback or a sense for the strength of themarket
“…it’s [crowdfunding]…democratic. It’s the community saying: we want this. Whether
it’s the local community, or it’s the national food network community, or social
enterprise community or ethical consumerism community…people want it.”
– creator, HiSBEOccasionally communication also switches between online and offline spaces (Figure55):
Figure 55: Oranjezicht communitymember communicating online (posting picture to
Facebook) as well as offline (circulating a survey)Communication was generally recognised by creators as a vital component ofcrowdfunding projects:
“…the point of crowdfunding generally is not to get money, but to force scientists to try
to be able to tell a larger audience about their research in a way that is friendly and in a
way that is engaging. So people want to learn, people want to stay connected.”
– creator, SeahorsesCooperation and collective action is, like communication, also an indication of sharedinvestment. This is often reflected in the language used by creators. For example,Figure 56 shows a recognition that manymembers of the community have “played apart” whereas other comments explicitly use the term “community” or speak ininclusive terms (e.g., “we did it!” [emphasis added]).
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Figure 56: Comments posted to the Kickstarter page of Canary in a Coal MineNon-financial activity can also be crucial to project development and even indirectlyaffect financial bottom lines. Examples of non-financial activity generated by projectcommunity members that can have financial implications for projects include:
x Providing pro bono legal services (e.g., Sarvari)
“I mean, one of the crowd wrote to me and said, oh I’m sorry I couldn’t come to your
open day. But look, I’m a lawyer, and if you have any legal help…I wouldn’t mind doing
something.”
– creator, Sarvari
x Offering free services as a videographer (e.g., Beez Kneez)
“…part of the joy of doing this work in the way that we did it [crowdfunding] is that a
lot of people came out of the woodwork to help us. So the woman who did our
video…donated her time to do that.”
– creator, BeezKneez
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x Aiding the creator (e.g., Lucia)
“…because it was the people’s project I should keep them in the loop. And more and
more by doing this, more people were getting interested, and more and more help
started coming in. So after 10 days into shooting if I was in trouble in terms of finding a
location, there was some random guy on Facebook who’d say: “you can use my house for
the shoot”. So that started adding to the project.”
– creator, LuciaFurthermore, interviewswith project creators cite community helping to:
x Test ideas, cutting out the need for amiddle man (e.g., Fingersurfing);
x Aid creators in determining “community buy-in” (e.g., Beez Kneez);
x Forge dialogue and communication as “part of the PR plan” (e.g., You ShouldTotallyMeet);
x Identify early investors and brand evangelists (e.g., Smoothe Operator).
This discussion of non-financial crowdfunding activity is not exhaustive, but ratherrepresentative of the activity featured across the projects included in research.
2. In addition to live funding, activity preceding and following is valuable todocument as it emphasises the possibility of community involvement at all of thethree primary activity periods across crowdfunding: pre-funding, live funding, andpost-funding.
Community is not only active throughout the crowdfunding timeline, but shifts itsactivity and purpose as the project progresses. This emphasises that communityactivity can be both creator-initiated and community-initiated. During pre-funding,much of the social media activitywas creator-initiatedwhile the communityrespondedwithminimal activity. The commencement of live funding provided afocus for communities to rally around, and communication took the form of an activeexchange between stakeholders:
“Empowering the students and faculty members who actually need the funds to have a
role to play, to understand that not just the professionals in advancement have to go out
and find, you know, bags of money lying around…this is a community effort. And the
role they [community] can play is having a good project”
– creator, Food to FarmDesert
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Community was especially engaged during post-funding, when groups felt aresponsibility toward the project and were able to take initiative:
“Maybe it’s because of crowdfunding, people have kind of joined in ownership of it
[project]. [Person local to the project said] “Hey, I think I have a better design for this
bucket; mind if I try it out?” and I was like: “Totally, design away!”. So he designed
buckets so they didn’t collect water…So I guess, yes, they’re [final products] owned more
by the community.”
– creator, Crosswalk FlagsIn some cases the illustrations of community activity were consciously cultivated bycreators, and its value recognised as relevant to the project,
“…the idea of the farm is based, almost 100%, on getting people out and personally
interacting…getting them to talk to each other.”
– creator, Oranjezicht
Table 22 outlines the behaviours discussed above and provides examples of projectsin which they were illustrated, and maps them onto the time periods outlined inChapter 5.
Table 22: Community across time in crowdfunding
Crowdfunding
stage Purpose
Community illustration of
communication, cooperation and
collective action
Project examples
Pre-
crowdfunding
Networking
and planning
Collaboration and feedback onproject materials Alien Invaders,Climate forCastratorsContacting groups and individualsdirectly to connect around the project HiSBE, SmootheOperator, XOABInformation sharing: publicisingdetails of the project or largeraffiliated initiative Canary in a CoalMinePlanning communications strategy Climate forCastrators
Live funding Motivatingparticipation
Rallying around the project throughoffline activity HomicideWatchEncouraging other backers tocontribute more funds, domorenetworking in favour of the project Canary in a CoalMineProject promotion and discussion(especially on social media) Fingersurfing,Sprint forShakespeare
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Crowdfunding
stage Purpose
Community illustration of
communication, cooperation and
collective action
Project examples
Post-funding Engagement
Participating in project-relatedactivities including joiningcommittees, attending conferencesand lectures, providing offlinevolunteering, updating each other onprogress
Connecting BlindChildren with Tech,Food to FarmDesert, HomicideWatch, Oranjezicht,Stevenson SquareProviding encouragement for future,similar projects Stevenson SquareTalking about what did and didn’twork; creating an ‘advisory council’ Crosswalk FlagsContinuing social mediacommunication HomicideWatch,Stevenson Square
6.2.6 Example: civic crowdfunding
Civic crowdfunding is a sub-type of reward-based crowdfunding throughwhich citizens,in collaboration with government, can fund projects providing a community service(Stiver et al., 2015a). Civic crowdfunding projects profiled through semi-structuredinterviews include:
x Connecting Blind Childrenwith Tech: funding digital resources and technologyliteracy training for blind children in the public school system;
x Crosswalk Flags: funding improvements for pedestrian crosswalks to improve roadsafety;
x Somerville Mobile Farmers’ Market: funding support and establishingmatch funding for local residents’ access to fresh produce;
x Stevenson Square: funding the green development of an urban square.
Existing research considering transitions between online and offline suggests thatcommunities commonly establish themselves offline beforemoving online (Kavanaughet al., 2005). This is consistent with the civic projects included in this research. Becausecivic crowdfunding projects are often neighbourhood-focused, civic crowdfunding tendsto incorporate both online and offline community as well as online-offline transitions.This is reflected in features of civic crowdfunding platforms - platforms that exclusivelyhost civic projects – that do not appear in general crowdfunding platforms. For example,civic crowdfunding platform ioby emphasises the physical, offline location of a project
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(Figure 57), while Citizinvestor (Figure 58) and ioby (Figure 59) both use the online spaceto mobilise support offline.
Figure 57: Civic crowdfunding platform ioby focusing on the local element of
projects
Figure 58: Example of a Citizinvestor project updates46
46 This example of an update posted to a project funding for new garbage bins uses online sites to alsoencouragebackers tomeetoffline(http://www.citizinvestor.com/project/clean-up-cf-new-bins-in-jenks-park).
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Figure 59: ioby projects using the platform for volunteer recruitment and
coordination47The Stevenson Square project, funded on UK-based civic crowdfunding platformSpacehive, provides a focused illustration of:
x All component parts of the definition of community within crowdfunding presentedin 6.2.3;
x Online activity, but also the possibility of offline activitywithin crowdfunding, as wellas online-offline transitions, and;
x Theways in which community might benefit crowdfunding, and vice versa.
Stevenson Squarewas a successfully funded project launched in 2013 to fund a ‘greenmakeover’ of an under-utilised urban space, with the aim of encouraging public use andfoot traffic. The project creators were Red Rose Forest, a Manchester-based initiative
“helping to transform a large part of Greater Manchester…into a greener, better place to
live, work and invest in.” (Salford City Council, 2015)48. Funds raised throughcrowdfunding were targeted for tree excavation and planting, establishment of an ediblegarden, and building a green roof.
47 Thisprojectwas fully funded(https://www.ioby.org/project/cooperhigbee-underpass-mural).48 This description of Stevenson Squarewas posted to the page of the Salford City Council, a city within theGreaterManchesterArea (https://www.salford.gov.uk/redroseforest.htm).
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Figure 60: Stevenson Square on SpacehiveCivic crowdfunding is a particularly strong illustration of common identity in thatbackers identify strongly with the group’s shared purpose (Ren et al., 2007). Particularlyprevalent in the case of Stevenson square are two community categories discussed in6.2.4:
x Friends and family, and;
x Previous supporters of the project or its creator.These communities have a vested interest in successful crowdfunding, as the projectoutput is a shared result: namely, use of the renovated square.
The local community around Stevenson Square – residents, local businesses, thoseworking in the area, as well as various community groups - provided many illustrationsof non-financial activity, both online and offline, as well as sustained involvement. Thepotential for longer-term interactions is encouraged by the nature of civic projects,which are often permanently, and physically, situated in one place (e.g., parks, gardens).For Stevenson Square, examples of non-financial activity include local businessescommitting to long-term upkeep of hanging baskets, and a local digital marketing agencymaintaining the green roof.
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Figure 61: Local community members as volunteers49Support from local groups was not only significant during live funding, but continuedbeyond the crowdfunding period:
“…a resident's group has gone on to apply for more money to do more greening in the area
as well.”
– creator, StevensonSquarePre-existing supporters of Red Rose Forest and their initiatives aroundManchester werestrongly represented in Stevenson Square. As described below, these were ‘key’ sourcesof support, and were active both online and offline preceding crowdfunding promotingthe project:
“…we had some funding from a couple of sources that we worked with before, that
understand the importance of green infrastructure. And that helped us - they understood it,
too, they knew us, which made it easier for us to make an approach to them. So they
weren't obviously the only funders, there were a lot of funders involved. But they were also
key players on their own.”
– creator, StevensonSquareIn addition to offline non-financial activity, Facebook proved to be a particularly activesite of activity for Stevenson Square, both preceding and following funding. StevensonSquaremade use of the group Facebook page already established by Red Rose Forest;the advantage in doing so was in inheriting a pre-existing audience, gathered thanks to ashared interest in the greening of Manchester.
49 This image of volunteers at the site of Stevenson Squarewas posted to the Community Forest Trust site:(http://cf-trust.org/project/northern-quarter/).
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When Stevenson Square was launched as a distinct project, content shared ranged fromshort shows of support (e.g., Facebook likes) to backer-initiated content. Suggesting bothemotional and behavioural investment, Figure 62 shows a comment posted to the projectFacebook page in which an individual volunteers themselves for offline work, andproposes further local groups that could contribute to the project.
Figure 62: Community member on Red Rose Forest Facebook pageFacebook helped not only to post online activity, but to coordinate offline communityactivity, illustrating the online/offline transitions possiblewithin crowdfunding.
The Stevenson Square project illustrates the potential for community to influencecrowdfunding, but also for crowdfunding to influence community.
In the case of the former, The Stevenson Square project benefitted from existingcommunity groups, not only in the case of funding, but also for activity such as projectpublicity and marketing as well as soliciting support for other local communities. Thesegroups were able to capitalise on their pre-existing relationships:
“…they [community groups] were very very important because there is a big residential
community around there [Stevenson Square]. And also because they used the local
businesses like the local cafes, restaurants and bars, and so they were able to spread the
message as well. So having the involvement of the local residents group or this specific
lobbying group for green infrastructure was essential.”
- creator, Stevenson Square
In the case of the latter, Stevenson Square also helped to galvanise community, and toencourage on-going activity, both online and offline:
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“I think Stevenson Square really maximised the amount of communication online, and...that
has affected us. I think we do a lot more now by Twitter and Facebook, I think it
[crowdfunding] has given us the impetus because it has helped demonstrate that there is a
big audience out there.”
- creator, StevensonSquare
“[crowdfunding is] one way of measuring how people feel they can effect change. By
working with us on that [Stevenson Square]…we have a local business…that has signed up
to carry out four volunteering events in the year to do work on the green roof. And they
seem to be really focused on helping us out because they get something out of it; the staff
really enjoy doing it…when I've spoken to their staff when they volunteer they seem
to…have some ownership over that green roof because they can really see the fruits of their
own labours. So I think that's a goodmodel to demonstrate that if you get businesses
involved in helping to physically deliver some work they will take ownership and keep
coming back to help out.”
- creator, StevensonSquare
Civic crowdfunding provides a specific illustration of communitywithin crowdfunding,showing a common cause and shared interest in keeping with the discussion ofemotional investment (6.2.4) and behavioural investment (6.2.5). The example ofStevenson Square in particular features non-financial activity and longer-terminvolvement across sites of activity consistent with the definition of community withincrowdfunding presented in 6.2.3. Furthermore, as civic projects often include a definedgroup of backers in the form of neighbourhoods local to the project, civic crowdfundingserves as a focused example through which to explore the influence of community oncrowdfunding and vice versa, addressed further in the following section.
6.3 Howcommunitymatters to crowdfunding
The definition of communitywithin crowdfunding (6.2.3) highlightswhy communitymatters: community links those with a common cause or shared interest throughemotional and behavioural investment; community supports project activity over timeand across sites, and; community outputs are both financial and non-financial.
Sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 address the possible bi-directional relationship betweencommunity and crowdfunding.
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6.3.1 How community can influence crowdfunding
Community emphasises themechanism of crowdfunding through specific types ofactivity. This chapter has highlighted particularly non-financial and collaborativeactivity, such as communication.
Given the nature of this research it is impossible to isolate community activity andidentify its specific influence on success rates of projects. However, the underlyingassumption, evident across semi-structured interviews, is that community brings valueto crowdfunding, both by influencing both how a project proceeds, and its finaloutcomes. This research suggests three principal ways in which community can affectprojects:
1. Community facilitates activity, both financial and non-financial, that benefits aproject. Communities not only help propel projects forward through activity, but canalso relieve project creators from the full burden of initiating activity (e.g.,community volunteer work, community-initiated publicity campaigns).As detailed in Chapter 4, there are various possible types of backer activity.Community is illustrated especially clearly through backer-generated content andnon-financial activity, as this requires additional investment beyond the process offunding during the live period.
2. Community is a vehicle for crowdfunding activity beyond the brief live period,as it can be active both preceding and following live funding. This simultaneouslyemphasises the value of longer-term relationship buildingwithin crowdfunding,which is illustrated in many of the examples featured in Table 20. The presence of apre-existing community can explain activity preceding the live funding period as wellas the first wave of funding once the project goes live. Building networks, (discussedin Chapter 5.3.1 and illustrated through excerpts from the interviewwith the creatorof HiSBE), showed how communities can set the foundation for positive activityduring across the project, in their activity preceding live funding. Relationshipsfeaturing sustained engagement and emotional investment help to identifycommunitywithin crowdfunding.
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3. Community fosters both financial and non-financial success. The projectsfeatured in this research suggest that presence of community could serve as apredictor of crowdfunding success. Furthermore, in the following chapter, underlyingprinciples for project success such as engagement, public communication, andtransparency, all link to sociability and are inherently two-way actions of the typecommon to community. Although confirmation of any relationship betweencommunity and successful project funding requires further research, this hypothesisis consistent with findings identifying networking as a predictor of crowdfundingsuccess (Moisseyev, 2013;Mollick, 2014).
6.3.2 How crowdfunding can influence community
The approach taken in this research (i.e., the focus on creators) limits the extent to whichthe bi-directional relationship between community and crowdfunding can be assessed.However, findings suggest that community not only brings value to crowdfunding, butthat:1. Crowdfunding can be used by creators to access community, and;2. Crowdfunding can benefit community by providing a specific project around which torally.
1. Crowdfunding can be used by creators to access community. In addition to usingcrowdfunding as ameans to fund projects, several creators shared the value ofcrowdfunding as a process for identifying and engaging community:
“[Crowdfunding] was a good way of reaching out to a community of comic fans and
potential readers...”
– creator, Old College Comics
“The whole idea of the crowdfunding has allowed us to promote ourselves to a larger
audience, to convince people that we’re doing something that is special and that hadn’t
been done before.”
- creator, SarvariThrough a focused project promoting a common cause or interest, crowdfunding hasthe potential to identify new community audiences and, as illustrated in the case ofStevenson Square, keep those communities engaged over the longer-term.
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2. Crowdfunding can benefit community by providing a specific project around
which to rally. The Stevenson Square example illustrates how a specific project canstrengthen community by bringing together individuals (e.g., local businesses,neighbourhood residents) for a common goal within a fixed project. Creatorsinterviewed also cited a positive “rallying effect” engendered by crowdfunding’s fixedproject timeline:
“…this is the thing that I didn’t realise going into it, is…because it [crowdfunding]
creates that urgency, I think, and that rallying effect, like, we never would have gotten
Homicide Watch Chicago if it wasn’t for Kickstarter.”
– creator, HomicideWatchCrowdfunding’s precise ‘call to action’ could have positive influence over active anddormant communities alike.
6.3.3 How community may be fosteredSemi-structured interviews showed that project creators have an overwhelminglypositive view of community. Drawing from specific activities shared by creatorsinterviewed that cultivated emotional investment, creatorsmay foster community by:
x Recruiting a key respected person (a communitymember, an authority or celebrity,someonewith strong communication skills) to act as a ‘spokesperson’ (e.g.,TouchKeys);
x Developing relationshipswith creators of similar projects to reach a larger audience(e.g., Seahorses, in which the creator discussed banding together with otherscrowdfunding for academic research);
x Conveying a sense of ownership to stakeholders. This does not require physicalrewards but can be cultivated through a sense of shared project outputs, or eventhrough acknowledgment of contribution and careful communication (e.g.,Oranjezicht);
x Demonstrating care for the crowd, rather than concern for funding. This could beachieved through early and regular communication with stakeholders, especially forreasons beyond the financial, or setting up spaces where the crowd can congregateseparate from the funding component (e.g., TouchKeys);
x Strengthening bonds through communication; demonstrating that stakeholder inputis appreciated, considered, and, where appropriate, acted upon (e.g., HiSBE);
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x Reinforcing the group element of community. This can be achieved through languagechoices (‘we’, ‘our’ project, etc.) and by actively encouraging people to self identify bydifferent communities and to share accordingly (e.g., Canary in a Coal Mine);
x Re-engaging with “loose ties” such as former colleagues and acquaintances, ratherthan focusing exclusively on themost active, or themost obvious, groups of support(e.g., Seahorses).
In terms of behavioural investment, creators interviewed encouraged communityactivity through:
x Careful deliberation before choosing a platform. This includes considering thedifferent roles of platforms, and how platform features can affect project activity (e.g.,civic platforms);
x Providing various opportunities for input along the crowdfunding timeline. Inaddition to engagingwith community during live funding, creators benefitted fromasking their community for assistance at various project stages such as in the pre-funding and the post-funding periods (e.g., Fingersurfing);
x Providing various ways to contribute to project conversations through both onlineand offline channels. This helped strengthen existing community as well as attractnew groups (e.g., Stevenson Square);
x Diversifying activities (online, offline) to reach amaximum audience (e.g., BeezKneez);
x Establishing incremental project goals so, that any amount of money – notnecessarily the target amount - can be put to good use, and build communitymomentum (e.g., Alien Invaders).
Further creator recommendations, understoodwithin the context of project successfactors, will be addressed in detail in Chapter 7.
6.4 Summary
This chapter illustrates that not all crowdfunding stakeholders are ‘created equal’. Thereare different types of relationships across crowdfunding, and these can benefit creatorsand projects in varying ways.
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Figure 63 builds on Figure 53 through adding insights to the visualisation of chapter flow.
Figure 63: Crowdfunding and community, the flow of insightsThis chapter focuses on the relationships possible across crowdfunding. In first outliningthe types of relationships provided by platforms, and then unpacking the importance ofcommunity as articulated across groups of backers, the aim is to anticipate certainactivities, needs and supports within crowdfunding. This approach alsomakes creatorsaware of the range of factors influencing crowdfunding project success, and sets amethodological foundation for fostering community that will be explored in detail inChapter 7.
Section 6.2 illustrates that some projects have amore obvious community focus thanothers; this was shown to be the case for civic projects (6.2.6) with support groups localto the offline location of the project. However, the range of projects featuring someillustration of community suggests that community formswithin a great diversity ofprojects. Given the numerous benefits across project time periods, a consideration ofhow to encourage and sustain communitywithin crowdfunding is warranted.
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Chapter 7: Maximising success for project
creators
7.1 IntroductionThis chapter uses the insights from the preceding three chapters to focus on specificimplications for creators, asking:
How can creators best maximise successwith crowdfunding?To address this overarching question, two areas are explored, as indicated in Figure 64. Theresearch methods used are detailed with specifics in Table 10 (Chapter 3.6.2).
Figure 64: Chapter 7 flowThe conclusions of this thesis fit within the framework provided by naturalistic inquiry(Chapter 3.2.1), whichmaintains that findings are derived from the particular researchcontext and the resulting data collected, and are therefore unable to provide broaderextrapolations. As a result, although this thesis is well-suited to an audience of bothcrowdfunding researchers and practitioners given its suggestions for maximising projectsuccess, findings specifically refer only to the sample described in Chapter 3. Indeed,crowdfunding is variable and uncertain, and the findings of this thesis cannot account forthe full range of diversity across all possible project types without further research.
WhichUNDERLYING
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Instead the findings presented serve as working hypotheses based on the empiricalwork of this thesis, its analysis, and reflection on the themes generated. The idea ofpositioning working hypotheses as conclusions is further explained in Chapter 8.3.
7.1.1 The concept of success
This thesis adopts a flexible understanding of success within crowdfunding. Thisapproach is consistent with Gerber and Hui (2013) who consider crowdfunding successto extend beyond the purely financial, highlighting varied activity and non-financialadvantages. Within this thesis success is assessed on a project-by-project basis, in termsof creator aims, not just whether a project reached its funding goal within the live period.For instance, a creator of a civic projectmay deem a project to be successful if it builds aneighbourhood community through volunteering, even if not fully funded. Indeed, manycreators interviewed used crowdfunding for purposes beyond the financial and, as aresult, did not measure their success solely by funds raised:
“To be absolutely honest, our goal was not to raise money. Raising money, I would call a
side effect of the project.”
– creator, Adopt A BeeDespite this flexible perspective on success, financial success is still regarded as theprimarymetric for crowdfunding. Wherever crowdfunding success is discussed inresearch, across media sources, and on platforms, the common understanding is ofreaching “the goal – the amount of money they [creators] sought.” (Mollick, 2014, p.4).In keeping with this definition, Kickstarter’s published ‘success rates’ refer specificallyto whether projects were fully funded within the live period.
Since the financial goal is a clearly observable project detail, the projects included in thisthesis were classified based on their financial success. However, there is also a consciousacknowledgment of the limiting view provided by an exclusively financial assessment.
7.2 Underlyingprinciples that support project successThree principles are discussed below:
x Public communication (7.2.1);
x Transparency (7.2.2);
x Engagement (7.2.3)
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All three principles link to the community discussion in Chapter 6, as they combineemotional and behavioural components. Although these three principles need not bedistinct from one another within projects, they are discussed separately for clarity.Section 7.2.4 discusses how these principles can be fostered.
7.2.1 Public communicationPublic communication is defined as transmission and exchange of information in a forumaccessible to many50. This public communication - project information on the platform,social media channels, online fora - is essential across all time periods of crowdfunding,Public communication within successful projects is characterised by frequency, variationacross sites, and tailoring of content to different audiences. The link betweencommunication, a non-financial activity of crowdfunding, and community, was exploredin Chapter 6.2.5.
Communicationwithin successful crowdfunding projects is best characterised by thefollowing six activities:1. Networking is particularly crucial in advance of live funding, as it helps forgerelationships and develops project interest that helps drive crowdfundingparticipation. This involves communicating both online and using relevant offlinechannels, as well as highlighting different content and adjusting the ‘voice’ or form ofexpression to appeal to various audiences. This communication is typically creator-initiated.2. Communicating clearlywhen presenting project informationmay challenge projectcreators unfamiliar with communicating to a broad, undefined audience. Clearcommunication is a crucial component of crowdfunding, for which platforms offerguidance to projects before they go live:
“People don't realise how important it is to phrase things properly, which sometimes
means that people are just writing improperly. People use phrases like… "times of
austerity", and you just can't write like that! You need to take on a really friendly
persona. And we try to keep people open. Maybe don't use those phrases that ordinary
people don't use.”
- CommunityManager, Spacehive
50 In contrast to ‘hidden activity’, first described in Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.5 through 4.3.7.
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3. Promoting the projectmeans providing regular, straightforward information aboutthe project. Even though creators encourage activity on the platform, provideupdates on financial milestones, and encourage the public to donate, communicationalso extends beyond explicitly financial topics. This might include circulation ofrelevant news, participation in tangential community discussions, and coordinationof non-financial activity. In Figure 65, the creator shared a relevant link to acomedian’s video on YouTube during live funding, to stimulate interest.
Figure 65: Communication from the creator to the community via Facebook groupSpecific communication about a project, such as well-timed updates (Müllerleile &Joenssen, 2015), the inclusion of images and video (Greenberg et al., 2013b) and theuse of distinct phrases (Mitra & Gilbert, 2014) have all been identified in existingresearch as contributing to project success.
4. Diversifying sites of communication is essential; every successfully-funded projectincluded in this research hadmultiple sites of activity. The content on different sites(e.g., platform, Facebook, Twitter) was typically unique to the site, rather thanmirrored across all sites.
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5. Finding pre-existing conversation sites enables creators to join existingdiscussions and target content directly to an interested audience:
“[Facebook] is where we as a group of artists communicate the most, so we have a
Facebook group where we discuss everything…”
x creator, Kollektiv Gallery
6. Responding to questions and comments is especially relevant during live funding.This involves acknowledging the discussion and engagingwith questions andcomments, whether positive or not:
“…we decided that if we saw any negative publicity, it was better for us to reach out and
try to respond to it rather than ignoring it.”
– creator, XOABFigure 66 illustrates the back-and-forth between backer and creator, with the backerletting the creator know of a technical issue with the site. Less than one hour later,the backer received acknowledgment and thanks from the creator:
Figure 66: Backer-creator communication regarding technical issue (Facebook)
Whereas at the outset of projects communications aremore clearly creator-driven, asprojects progress all stakeholders both initiate and respond to project communications.
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7.2.2 TransparencyTransparencywithin a crowdfunding project refers to clearly set goals, articulatedoutputs, and a creator that is perceived to genuinely share the project with others.
Transparency is related to communication, as transparency can be facilitated throughdifferent approaches to the dissemination of information. Transparency can also helpcultivate interest buy-in, and a sense of ownership over projects, as stakeholders willdevelop an emotional investment in a project through more information and differentbonds of attachment (Chapter 6.2.4). Existing research has identified that certaincrowdfunding activity, such as social media, lends itself to transparency (Moisseyev,2013).
The onus of facilitating transparency falls to the creator, but transparency is assessed bythe backer: “[w]hen weighing up the balance of risk/reward [in crowdfunding], investors
[backers] are expected to undertake their own due diligence on the projects that they fund.”(Langley, 2015, p.17). Creators can facilitate project transparency across three specificareas:
x Transparency about the creator as an individual;
x Transparency about the project, and;
x Transparency about project execution and beyond live funding.
1. Transparency about the creator as an individual entails the creator sharing theirstorywith the public. A compelling story to share was perceived as a project successfactor:
“…having a story that makes a lot of sense, a presence of the creator behind the project
as being ‘real people’…”
– creator, XOABCreators across this research conveyed personal transparency by detailing who theyare as individuals, providing verifiability, and sharing background and affiliations.
i. Detailing who they are as individuals allows creators to share with the public howtheir project came aboutwithin the context of their interests and passions. Thismergeswith public communication (7.2.1) and engagement (7.2.3) but also providescrowdfunding stakeholders a sense of the broader project context and evolution. For
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example, in Figure 67, creator Jennifer begins the first line of ‘The Story’ by clearlyindicating that she, too, has ME/CFS, just like the individuals for whom she isadvocating through her crowdfunding project:
Figure 67: Canary in a Coal Mine story, as posted to KickstarterPlatforms and other sites facilitate this type of sharing, through uploads of photosand videos in which the creators can establish themselves as ‘real’ people, andexpress themselves through variedmedia.
ii. Providing a firmmeans of verifying the creator can be important given the onlinenature of crowdfunding. Several creators expressed that some backers were wary toparticipate in crowdfunding due to hesitations regarding security of online paymentprocessing. By providing details in the form of full name, linking to existing socialmedia accounts, or sharing an existingwebsite or blog, creators can help off-set theseapprehensions by reassuringwould-be backers of their authenticity. This can beaccomplished on a variety of online and offline sites, including the platform itself.
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For example, platforms commonly state location of the creator, provide a means ofcontacting the creator, and list other projects backed by the creators. This can helpreassure potential backers.
In Figure 68 the creator of Kollektiv Gallery provides a photo, full name, location anddetails, and links to her Facebook page. The creator also confirms their activitywithin the crowdfunding community, listing not only the two projects they havecreated, but also the thirteen projects they have personally backed:
Figure 68: Kickstarter page of Kollektiv Gallery creator on Kickstarteriii. Sharing background and affiliations can also affect public perception. This entailsdisclosing whether a creator is independentlyworking on a project, affiliated with aninstitution, or associatedwith either a for-profit or non-profit organisation. Forexample, the projects funded through SciFund Challenge (Alien Invaders, Climate forCastrators, Seahorses) were all pre-vetted;making their affiliations clear to backerscould both reassure and influence decision-making regarding participation51.
2. Transparency about the project pertains to providing project specifics that helpwould-be backers inform themselves and establish how their donations would be put
51 SciFundChallenge guides scientists through the process of crowdfunding their research(http://scifundchallenge.org).
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to use. This requires clarity of communication in providing particulars of the project:specifying cost break-downs and project details, sharing project goals andbenchmarks, and providing project updates. This transparency can also includedetails such as contingency plans if the project does not fund, or strategies if theproject overfunds. Project transparency helps to reassure backers that the creatorhas given thought to the feasibility of the project beyond funding, and to justify theprecise funding amount requested:
“…we had gone back and forth on whether we’d put up exactly the breakdown of what
the money would go to. And my sister was like “you should put that right away, that
really helped” as someone who was going to contribute. It’s such an abstract dollar
amount [the funding goal], who knows what they’re going to spend it on. So that should
have happened right away.”
– creator, You Should TotallyMeetSome platforms prompt creators to include a funding breakdown (Figure 69,Spacehive). Regardless, this information should be included by all project creators tohelp reassure backers that creators have carefully considered the entire projectprocess, from funding needs through to successful execution.
Figure 69: Project costs for Stevenson Square Green Makeover, as posted to
SpacehiveAn example in which lack of detail formed a barrier to cultivating transparency,Figure 70 shows a “business expansion” project requiring $1,330 for funding. In terms
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of specificity, would-be backers were only told that funding would contribute to
“purchasing a few Kitchen aid mixers”. Such limited detail can serve as a disincentiveto contribute, financially or otherwise. The project did not reach its funding goal.
Figure 70: Unsuccessfully funded project that neglected to share important
information with potential backers52During an on-going project, transparency can be forged by sharing various projectgoals and benchmarks. This includes creators sharing contingency plans andarticulating options for what might occur should the project not secure full funding.
3. Transparency about project execution and the period beyond live fundingshould also be included in creator activity, as it helps to establish longer-termrelationships among stakeholders. Keeping backers updated beyond live fundingmayinclude updates on project challenges, not just successes.
52 Activity can provide valuable transparency and other benefits in terms of positive optics, as it provides acue to the public that it is an active project. In contrast, projects that have attempted to fund on designatedcrowdfunding platforms and failed are those that generated no activity either from creator or backers.(https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/1205051892/flour-cookie-business-expansion?ref=category)
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This helps to cement a relationship of trust between backer and creator early in theprocess should the project encounter problems, for instance discussing any delays inthe distribution of rewards, and explaining their resolution.
Beyond project execution, sharing longer-term project progress also cultivates asense of transparency. This can include sharing news about how the project has beenreceived, sharing media links when the project has beenmentioned, encouragingparticipation in related initiatives, etc. This activity helps place the project in context,and benefits creators by priming backers for possible continued participation infuture projects.
7.2.3 Engagement
Engagement refers to stakeholder – most likely, backer – connection to thecrowdfunding project, as well as to its larger mission. All successful projects included inthis research had evidence of engaged stakeholders across the project timeline.Engagement in this context is consistent with the definition of engagement within abusiness context, in which individuals’ personal selves are intertwinedwith businessroles (Kahn, 1990), affecting both the individual’s experience and thework completed.This is an extension of the discussion begun in Chapter 6.2.4 that presented engagementin terms of a commitment to the project for not just transactional, but also emotional,reasons.
Engagement is acknowledged as an important piece to crowdfunding, especially withrespect to longer-term relationshipswith backers:
“…how to keep them [backers] engaged, how to find new supporters, how to [keep]
supporters you already have engaged, that is a challenge.
…
[engagement is] exactly what mobilisation is about. Because many mobilisation projects,
they start with an entry point, petition or whatever, and there is no follow-up…and without
this follow-up I think it’s worthless.”
– creator, Adopt A Bee
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Other creators also identified engagement as both a success factor for, and a benefit of,crowdfunding; further linking it with the concept of community, and identifying thevalue of the non-financial elements of crowdfunding:
“…the community engagement features of [crowdfunding] have been so humbling, and
honouring, and just a really important piece of the [crowdfunding] process for us. Just
having that many people support us is just really incredible, and knowing that we are
meeting a need in a way…you know, a lot of people are using Kickstarter these days to
determine if there is a market for the things that they want to do, or to determine if there is
community buy-in for what they want to do. So those pieces were really important to us.”
– creator, BeezKneezEngagementwithin crowdfunding was encouraged by:1. Focusing on the shared elements of crowdfunding. This may help build emotionallinks between backers and the project. Shared elements could include: the topic ofthe project, a common geography, same academic institution, etc. (illustrations in6.2.3 and 6.2.4).
2. Highlighting the connections that can be built through financial activity. Thiscan foster on-going engagement through reciprocity and exchange, (this will bediscussed inmore detail in 7.3.3). The reciprocity created by a backer making afinancial donation, and a creator responding with a physical reward (e.g., T-shirt) orcommunal output (e.g., community garden) is a defining characteristic ofcrowdfunding. Creators can help to cement this relationship by thanking backersindividually for their contributions. This emphasises each individual’s contribution tothe project:
“I would usually, before I went to work…comment on people [on Facebook], like peoples'
statuses who had donated, go to work, and then at lunch I would take a break and also
do the same thing and see if anyone had donated, send them a thank you on FB, like
their statuses, whatever.”
– creator, MyHealthEdWhether implicitly or explicitly understood, creators across the projects studiedrecognised the importance of relationship-building and stakeholder engagementwithin crowdfunding.
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3. Accentuating non-financial activity and benefits within crowdfunding.Preceding chapters have explored the value and potential of non-financial activity tocrowdfunding at various junctures along the crowdfunding timeline.
Non-financial activity can happen in isolation, or in coordination with financialactivity. On-platform, for instance, non-financial activity came in the form of invitingbackers to provide feedback on project elements, “…we’d like to invite you to
participate beyond pledging…” (Figure 71):
Figure 71: XOAB's Kickstarter page welcomes contributions beyond the financial4. Supporting the longer-term potential for engagement. This recognises thatcrowdfunding relationships need not be bound to the live funding period. Indeed,engagement has great potential for the longer-term; those with an emotionalconnection to the project are not just interested in the point of financial exchange, buthave a vested interest in the project execution and implementation.
Several project creators also discussed how engaged backers could be importantallies in the case of future crowdfunding rounds (see: Adopt A Bee, Surviving theSavanna). As a result, creators have an incentive to support engagement throughproject updates, as well as ongoing activities such as site visits.
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7.2.4 How to foster public communication, transparency and engagement over
time
This section merges details of time periods from Chapter 5with discussion ofrelationships structuring crowdfunding in Chapter 6 with the discussion above on publiccommunication, transparency, and engagement. In doing so, it highlights connectionsand overlaps over time. The resulting recommendations are not necessarily firmly fixedper time period, but are listedwhere they aremost likely to be relevant for creatorstrategy and project execution.
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Table 23: Considerations for project creators regarding underlying principlesPublic communication (C), transparency (T) and engagement (E) along the crowdfunding timeline
Pre-funding
Aim: networking Transition pre-to-liveAim: publicisingand preparing
Live funding
Aim: motivatingparticipation anddriving activity to theplatform
Transition live-to-post
Aim: delivering on projectpromise
Post-funding
Aim: sustainingengagement
C: Communicate online andoffline with new andexisting connections (e.g.,use different sites, andtailor voice and contentappropriately).
C: Communicate clearlywithin project materials(e.g., no alienating,“industry” language);present idea accessibly fora broad audience.
C: Respond to questionsand comments promptlyand directly. C: Communicate what willbe delivered, and when. C: Communicate regularly,making use of backer lists,email lists, Facebookgroups.
C: Diversify sites ofcommunication; identifywhere conversations arehappening.C: Promote the project notjust through explicitcrowdfunding information,but also through sharingadditional topicallyrelevant informationonline and offline.
C: Be active across allchannelsfor both financial purposes(e.g., thanking backers,encouraging donations)and non-financial purposes(e.g. proposing discussiontopics, soliciting feedback).
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Public communication (C), transparency (T) and engagement (E) along the crowdfunding timeline
Pre-funding
Aim: networking Transition pre-to-liveAim: publicisingand preparing
Live funding
Aim: motivatingparticipation anddriving activity to theplatform
Transition live-to-post
Aim: delivering on projectpromise
Post-funding
Aim: sustainingengagement
T: Explicitly state creatoridentity and project story:interests, affiliations andpartnerships whilenetworking.
T: Share identity of creator,allowing for verifiability:pictures, links to SM,websites. Use platformfeatures to share thecreator’s and the project’sstory.
T: Detail specifics of whymoney is needed, and whatit will be used for, inaddition to contingenciesand alternate plans shouldthe project not be funded.
T: Update regardingproject development, evenif there are delays (ifpossible, explain thedelays).
T: Provide longer-termupdates regarding theproject, including bothsuccesses and challenges.Also update regarding on-going creator activities(e.g., mediamentions,events, associated work).T: State the creator contextclearly: individual,organisation, researchgroup? Profit or not-for-profit?T: Communicate goalsreached: funding goals, #of volunteers signed up fora specific event, etc.
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Public communication (C), transparency (T) and engagement (E) along the crowdfunding timeline
Pre-funding
Aim: networking Transition pre-to-liveAim: publicisingand preparing
Live funding
Aim: motivatingparticipation anddriving activity to theplatform
Transition live-to-post
Aim: delivering on projectpromise
Post-funding
Aim: sustainingengagement
E: Network and outreachwith different groups canpre-date specifics of acrowdfunding project
E: Assess reward options(physical rewards, shared)to build reciprocity, as wellas varied ways inwhichbackers could contribute.
E: Build rapport andreinforce individuals’caring for the projectoutcome throughacknowledging backerparticipation as well asbuilding relationships (e.g.,personally thanking everybacker for their donation).
E: Build anticipation forproject execution and, asapplicable, delivery onrewards; provide statusupdates with pictures andengaging context.
E: Arrange online andoffline contexts for peopleto view how funds wereput to use (e.g., onlineplace to discuss prototypesreceived; offline site visits).
E: Strategise aboutdifferent elements that canforge bonds within theproject, for example: topicof project, geography,institutional affiliation,shared output etc.
E: Emphasise whereindividual contributions go(e.g., detailing specificinfluence of donations).
E: Provide ways forbackers to continue tocontribute and to remainpart of the community overthe longer term, bothpassively (e.g., email lists)and actively (e.g., volunteeropportunities).
E: Use inclusive language,“we” and “us” terms tosignal shared ownershipover the project.E: Provide ways for individuals to contribute in both financial and non-financial ways to foster investment in positive outcomes.
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7.3 Essential steps for project success
Essential steps for project success are the ‘nuts and bolts’ of crowdfunding. Theseprovide details for project implementation and execution. Pairing the precedingdiscussion of underlying principles (7.2)with concrete steps illustrates the extent towhich successful crowdfunding requires consideration across several fronts. Essentialsteps include:1. Set timeline (7.3.1);2. Social media strategy (7.3.2), and;3. Rewards and reciprocity (7.3.3).Each will be described and then discussed in terms of specific implications as they relateto platform choice and backers, two important considerations for creators and areaswhich they can help influence. Finally, these steps will be mapped on to thecrowdfunding timeline.
7.3.1 Set timeline
A project creator establishes a set timeline by declaring firm start and end dates for thelive funding, which is “typically between one and three months” (Langley, 2015, p.15).
A set timeline is important to guide creators’ planning through precise scheduling. Settinga timeline helpsmap out pre-crowdfunding strategy, indicating the time availableto build up networks and to identify sources of support. The amount of time available tothe creatormight also affect the funding goal set; if a project is only funding for severalweeks, a creator must gauge what is a reasonable amount to raise in that time.
One project included within this research that neglected to set a firm funding timelinewas unsuccessful in its funding (Defying Dementia). Although just one example, projectmonitoring suggests that the absence of a firm timeline and a set schedule of goals andactivities compromises themomentum of both financial and non-financial projectactivity.
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Different platforms impose different time limits on projects. As per Table 24, Kickstarterlimits projects to 60 days’ length53 while Indiegogo proposes that 40 days is ideal:
Table 24: Platforms used in research and their restrictions on project timelines
Platform Stated Project Timeline54
Experiment Recommended 30 days
Indiegogo Recommended 40 days
Kickstarter 60 day limit
Spacehive Recommended: “short and sweet – just a few weeks”Firm: can fund for up to a year
Thundafund 30 – 90 daysIn keepingwith the insights from Chapter 5, crowdfunding is more than the on-platformlive period. Though variable per project, a creator’s timelinemust budget for crucialnetworking and pre-planning preceding the live funding, executing the project, and thendelivering on the rewards.
Different networks of backers influence a project’s set timeline at various stages. AsChapter 5 details, it is typical to see friends and family as primary backers during theinitial funding period. It is also typical, mid-way through funding, for there to be afunding lull followed by momentum as the project deadline approaches. Setting atimeline helps to create a sense of urgency:
“…[the] crowdfunding campaign gave that program a bit of urgency that it wouldn’t have
otherwise. Urgency attached to it.”
– creator, Connecting Blind ChildrenWith Tech
“ … there’s a burst towards the end when there is more urgency and the deadline is
approaching.”
– creator, Connecting Blind ChildrenWith Tech
53 The Kickstarter blog regularly shares thoughts on platform strategy, new features, research conductedinternally,andotherdevelopments(https://www.kickstarter.com/blog/shortening-the-maximum-project-length).54 The platforms, in order of appearance in theTable, explain stated project time limits on their sites:(https://experiment.com/guide/create#project_basics);(https://go.indiegogo.com/blog/2012/08/indiegogo-insight-length-matters-40-days-and-40-nights.html);(http://spacehive.com/Home/Faqs3#d2); (https://www.thundafund.com/StaticPages/FAQ.aspx).
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A set timeline directs and prioritises creator activity in keepingwith the aims of the timeperiods across crowdfunding. For example, preceding live funding involves networkingwith related groups that may have an interest in the project, as well as informingexisting primary networks of friends and family of launch. During live funding creatorsare able to anticipate lulls and plan different incentives or activities to engage variousgroups.
7.3.2 Social Media Strategy
All successful projects consideredwithin this research use some social media, asdescribed in Chapter 4. Social media was also discussed in Chapter 6.2.5 in the context ofa specific type of activity within crowdfunding that can both foster community and havepositive implications for project outcomes.
Social media has a role at all junctures of the crowdfunding timeline, from identifyinglike-minded networks and individuals during the pre-live period, to helping with projectpromotion during live funding, to sustaining interest and providing project updates post-funding. The importance of social media across the aims of various time periods isdetailed in Chapter 5. Social media is also a common topic across existing researchfeatured in Chapter 2; in particular, the ability for social media to provide positiveproject signals which can help predict project success (Moisseyev, 2013;Mollick, 2014).
Platform choice, and the ways in which social media channels are integratedwithin them,can have implications for the number of views and types of people viewing a projectpage. Platforms vary in the extent to which they proactively support social media, andhowmuch project promotion depends on individual creator initiative (Chapter 4.4.3,Chapter 6.2.6). Kickstarter strongly encourages creators to develop social mediapresence, for example, citing that projects with YouTube videos have success rates of50% (as opposed to 30% for those without)55. Figure 72 illustrates a creator experiencedwith social media, who not only promotes channels of discussion on their project page,but also hashtags to use while participating.
55 Kickstarter’s ‘Creator Questions’ page addressesmany issues related to establishing a crowdfundingproject (https://www.kickstarter.com/help/faq/creator+questions).
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Figure 72: Range of social media for Canary in a Coal Mine shared on Kickstarter pageA project’s social media strategy is influenced by the creator identifying the status of thecommunity (no pre-existing community, a dormant community, an active butuncoordinated or underutilised community, or an active community) associatedwith theproject (Chapter 6.2.4). Furthermore, social media strategy can be influenced by size ofthe project funding goal and the corresponding larger number of backers:
x For smaller-scale crowdfunding projects, goals can often be reached through primarynetworks alone, tapping friends and family for funding. For example, in the case ofioby’s Crosswalk Flags project with a funding goal of 543 USD, the creator onlyneeded to circulate the project information to immediate networks, and the projectwas fully funded through backers personally known to the creator.
Researcher: “…are most of the twenty-one [backers] of the crosswalks project known to
you?”Creator: “Oh yes, every one of them. I mean, I know all the people who donated; there
was no one who came to it from some other place.”
– creator, Crosswalk Flags
x For larger-scale crowdfunding projects, creators required different networkingstrategies in order to engage with secondary and tertiary networks, as well asentirely new communities. Relatedly, this tends to requiremore extensive socialmedia strategy, such as setting up project pages and accounts on Facebook andTwitter, amassing followers, and engaging with them regularly. Consequently, thepresentation of project content and elements is especially crucial to larger projectswhere contributions cannot be covered solely by personal relationships. Rewardscan have a greater influence on project success than for smaller projects.
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Identifying and engaging with backers and would-be backers as well as empoweringaudiences with information which can then be posted to other social media networks iscrucial to the success of larger projects. Social media can identify appropriate mediaconnections as well as target groups for whom the project topicmight be of interest.
In addition to focusing on where backers are or, alternatively, creating an online locationwhere individuals can congregate to create communities themselves, social mediastrategy depends on groups associatedwith projects in the following ways:
x For projects dependent upon funding fromwider groups of backers, public socialmedia pages are needed for publicity and outreach. Projects relying on closenetworks for funding may find private networks on social media sufficient to securefunding and engage backers.
x For all projects, creators need to assess the range of project audience and relatednetworks. This enables targeting of communication styles and sites. For example,having identified thatmany scientists engage on Twitter, SciFund Challenge projects(Alien Invaders, Climate for Castrators, Seahorses) required all creators establish aTwitter page to promote their research projects.
x Clarity and care regarding both content and tone is important for all social media.Different social media channels have diverse norms and styles of communication,which can affect content. For example, Twitter’s restriction to 140 characters, orFacebook’s ability to upload pictures and video in addition to text, could presenteither challenges or opportunities for projects.
x Social media is particularly critical for engaging geographically dispersed populationsnot previously known to creators. Social media serves as a place to build initialinterest, and then to rally support and to participate in project activity.
7.3.3 Rewards and reciprocity
A defining characteristic of crowdfunding is reciprocity between creator and backer.While this need not be a physical exchange, reciprocity is often cemented through thedonation of funds from the backer, and some contribution in response – physicalproduct, shared enjoyment of output, personal thanks – from the creator.
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Reciprocity can be either:
x Direct or “dyadic” in which the backer expects something back from the creator inparticular (e.g., backer donating to Reactive Grip in order to get an early release gamecontroller from the creator), or;
x Indirect, in which the backer expects something in return for the communitymoregenerally (e.g., backer donating to Lucia in order to both give support to, and getsupport from, those who speak Kannada) (Ren et al., 2007, p.391).
Empirical work also features instances of, simultaneously, direct and indirect reciprocity(e.g., backer donating to Canary in a Coal Mine to receive a digital download of the filmfrom the creator, as well as to provide support and visibility to those withME/CFS).
Reciprocity can be fostered by physical rewards, as addressed in detail in Chapter 4.Although crowdfunded products are themost obvious examples of projects that wouldreward with physical items (see: Figure 73 where the product – socks – were alsopresented as rewards for backers), physical rewards can also be used creatively; forexample, Food to Farm Desert (Figure 73, right image) raisedmoney to develop a farm butrewarded its backers with T-shirts, acknowledgments for donations, seeds, and otherphysical items.
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Figure 73: Kickstarter rewards - XOAB (left)and Food to Farm (right)However, physical rewards are not suited to all projects or project creators. Physicalrewardsmay not alignwith the project type, the time or the skillset of the creator56. Thiswas the case in Climate for Castrators, a project funding scientific research that offeredhandmade necklaces as rewards:
“…actually allocating time to make things to send to people was the hardest…so the
rewards part, and I think, so if I were giving advice to myself for the future, if I did it again I
would give rewards that were much more science related.”
– creator, Climate for Castrators
56 Although rewards are valuable to certain types of projects, and physical rewards are consistentlyoffered in technology and new product projects in particular, it isworth acknowledging that, across theprojects included in this research, having a physical reward component did not appear todisproportionately advantage a project towards full funding over thosewith no physical rewards.
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Platforms have responded to the concern raised by the creator of Climate for Castrators.The platform Experiment provides backers with intangible rewards in the form of ‘LabNotes’, progress updates on the research which help backers feel part of the researchprocess in return for their financial contribution. This provides reciprocity and on-goingrelationship-buildingwithout the investment required for the production and delivery ofphysical rewards for projects for which these are less relevant.
The nature of the project can also dictate the range of ways in which reciprocity can becultivated. For example, projects with a physical offline location often provide symbolic‘rewards’ in the form of informal shared enjoyment of the final projects, or attendance atorganised formal events such as an offline ‘Crowdfunders’ Day’ (e.g., Oranjezicht,Sarvari). Symbolic rewards are also often implemented, such as having a row of seednamed after a backer (e.g., Oranjezicht project on Thundafund, Figure 74). Although aphysical reward, these symbolic rewards remains public and therefore differentiatedfrom the individual rewards described previously.
Figure 74: Financial donation reciprocated with a named row of seedThese non-financial, symbolic, or shared rewards highlight the emotional element ofreciprocity. Other activities common to crowdfunding that feature bi-directionalrelationships and exchange, such asmentorship and feedback, can also reinforcereciprocity (Hui et al., 2014b). One creator describes the appeal of exchange andreciprocitywithin crowdfunding:
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“I still like writing those personal emails to people, because…I really like getting the emails
back! I find that that’s one of the most rewarding things. I got an email from someone I
went to high school with when they received a postcard update from the field along with an
autographed picture of my research assistant. They wrote back and were like: it’s
[crowdfunding] themost rewarding thing that they had ever done.”.
– creator, SeahorsesThis emotional connection can occur independently or in coordinationwith physicalrewards. Language used on a platform can also cultivate a sense of ownership andmembership through activities such as publicly thanking backers (Figure 75). Thiscontinues to reinforce the bonds of community as presented in Chapter 6 (Ren et al.,2007).
Figure 75: You Should Totally Meet creators thanking backers by nameDepending on the project, rewards and reciprocity can feature across various timeperiods of crowdfunding:
x In advance of funding, with posted rewards serving as incentives to would-bebackers to donate;
x During funding, with non-financial activities featuring exchange such as collaboration,and feedback. Creators can stimulate exchanges through activities suchas group and personal messaging, opportunities for backer involvement such as
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project publicity, and through updates keeping backers up to date on the projectprocess. Reciprocity can also be reinforced through language choice on the platformand ways in which backers are thanked for their project participation;
x Post-funding, with shared outcomes and continued relationships leading to sustainedengagement around the project. Reciprocity can strengthen the relationships andemotional investment in crowdfunding (as discussed in 6.2.4), extending beyond theduration of live funding. As discussed in Chapter 5.3.6 some platforms are beginningto recognise this post-funding period, encouraging continued opportunities forstakeholder reciprocity through both financial and non-financial activity (e.g.,Kickstarter’s ‘Spotlight’, Indiegogo’s ‘InDemand’).
7.3.4 Essential project steps along the crowdfunding timeline
Table 25 summarises essential project steps over time, identifying key points for activityin the case of set timeline (ST), social media (SM), and rewards and reciprocity (R&R):
Table 25: Essential project steps along the crowdfunding timeline
Set timeline (ST), social media (SM), and rewards and reciprocity (R&R)
Pre-funding Trans pre-to-
live
Live funding Trans live-to-
post
Post-fundingST:Establishproject timeline:live funding, butalso pre- andpost-funding.
ST: Establish liveproject timeline.
SM: Activity is required throughout, especially for larger projects needing to tap secondary, orentirely new, networks of supportR&R: Set physicalrewards, asrelevant, andmatch them todifferentdonation levels,as applicable.
R&R:Cultivatereciprocitythroughcreatoractivity such asthankingindividualbackers, etc.
R&R: Deliver onphysical rewards. R&R: Sustainreciprocitythrough largerprojectupdates,continuedillustrationsofhowdonationshavehelped,suggestions forhow backers cancontinue tocontribute(financially, non-financially).
Informed by the information above, Table 26 suggests specific questions guiding creatorstowards successful project decision-making:
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Table 26: Considerations for project creators regarding essential steps
Element Questions for creators to consider
Set timeline x Are the timing needs of the project supported by the platform?
x Has sufficient time been budgeted for pre- as well as post- live funding?
x Is there sufficient time, as well as supports in place, to dedicate to livecrowdfunding, given its daily demands?
Social media x Are there existing communities relevant to the project? Where are theyalready active?
x How large is the project and its funding goal? Will this requiresecondary, tertiary, and entirely new networks to fund?
x What are the specific needs of the project, and which social mediachannels are best suited to address those? How is the project bestcommunicated: text, audio, video?
x Which platforms are familiar; whichmay benefit from exploring andskills building?
x Do platforms offer the guidance and support needed for creator plans,and creator skillset?
x Which public networks can be tapped?Which private networks could beused to project advantage?
Reciprocity x Does this project suit physical rewards?
x Would fulfilling rewards distract considerably from larger projectactivity?
x What are non-financial ways of emphasising reciprocity, both online andoffline?
x How can reciprocity be cultivated over time: does the chosen platformhave features to help support this?
7.4 The effect of creator experience
Through analysing semi-structured interview transcripts from successful projects, somecommonalities shared by creators emerged. Creator experience – familiarity withcrowdfunding, existing skillsets, and qualities of creators themselves – can influenceproject activity and, consequently, success. This section provides illustrations and thenoutlines implications for creator decision-making.
Previous crowdfunding experiencewas a notable benefit to projects. Five creatorsinterviewed had either launchedmultiple crowdfunding projects at the time of interview(Crosswalk Flags, Old College Comics, Sarvari, Seahorses) or were about to launch anadditional project (Kollektiv Gallery).
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Although a small sample, these examples suggest that creators bring experientiallearning from one project to the next, saving time and resources, in addition tobenefitting outcomes. That creators drew on previous crowdfunding experience tosuccessfully fund subsequent projects suggests the value of making implicit knowledgeabout crowdfunding explicit. This experience not only showed creators what workedwith crowdfunding, but also helped inform new directions, for example, a change ofplatform in the hopes of widening project audience:
“The first one [crowdfunding project] was Indiegogo, the second was Kickstarter. The
reason why we went with Indiegogo the first time was because...Indiegogo felt more
appropriate; there was a lot of other people at our level who were just kind of trying to get
their first book or movie or whatever published, and created, so it just felt appropriate
going that route. And the reason why we made the switch to Kickstarter with the second
one was because…Indiegogo was great, but we didn’t really reach out to new readers, we
didn’t really reach out to a community…we started talking to people who had done
Kickstarter campaigns for their comics they were saying: “well, we really had some success
in reaching out to people who we don’t even know and the kind of random people just
scrolling through Kickstarter looking for new projects…So we said “well, shit, we should go
for Kickstarter then, and really try that out this time and see if we have some success doing
it that way”. And we had a good campaign and we did get, I think, we got more people,
more random people than we did on Indiegogo.”
– creator, Old College ComicsThe perspective obtained from a previous crowdfunding project reinforcedwhat workedwell for creators, with first projects providing a template for strategy andimplementation for subsequent projects:
“I did end up structuring a lot of my second one based on what I had learned from the first
one. So, for example, I similarly asked to fund the salary of a research assistant since it was
successful the first time. And I had some of the, some similar rewards, but I changed
others…But a lot of it, I would say…I did use a lot of the same tactics as I did in the first
round in the second round.”
– creator, SeahorsesMany creators acknowledge that their particular backgrounds help themwith variousfacets of crowdfunding, from strategy to execution and visuals. For instance, of thecreators interviewed, many came from non-profit and fundraising backgrounds (BeezKneez, Crosswalk Flags, Oranjezicht, SomervilleMobile Farmers’ Market, ConnectingBlind ChildrenWith Tech), as well as marketing, advertising and design (Fingersurfing,HiSBE, You Should Totally Meet). In these cases, professional experience helped targetcommunication to various audiences, as is important to crowdfunding:
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“…I’ve done fundraising for NGOs more in the traditional sense of you need to go out, get a
corporate sponsor, or individual sponsor, and ask them for a donation, [though]…”
– creator, Oranjezicht
“I think we kind of had to use the skills that we had… our background is in advertising. So
we were like: ok, that’s where we can use…if you’re just strictly business in that first month
where you try to get funded, then there’s a huge danger that your campaign looks boring.
And that’s, I guess, a good point to have somebody who can deliver the message in a
somewhat appealing way. Both in the copy and in the layout.”
– creator, FingersurfingSeveral creators interviewed had high levels of technological literacy, such as in the caseof the creators of the Of Monks and Men and Old College Comics projects, both of whomhostedwebsites long pre-dating their crowdfunding projects. Other project creatorsworked in the fields of computing and technology (e.g., TouchKeys, XOAB), which easedtheir adoption of the platform online, as well as developing an online strategy:
“I come from tech computing manufacturing…I’ve spent a lot of time in, I guess social
media…trying to figure out how our communication changes, how commerce changes,
because of the Internet. So in some ways XOAB was a sandbox for playing with some of
that.”
– creator, XOABBeyond professional training and experience, the interviewed creators also had certainpersonality traits in common. Bernardino and Santos (2015) similarly address theimportance of entrepreneurs’ personalities to funding decisions. Generally, creatorsinterviewedwere outward-facing, social, keen to share, and regularly in contact withbackers as well as a wider audience in the form of one-on-one communications as well aspublic project updates. Having a ‘personality for’ crowdfunding helped with the work ofa project:
“…so if you were to ask someone “is this [crowdfunding] more work than a day job with a
very intense project” the answer is: no. No, it’s not a different level of effort, it’s a particular
kind of effort. If you’re not comfortable sending out 500 emails, if you can’t write well, if
you’re not comfortable with the tools and templating; yeah, it’s going to be a trek…For
someone who is an introvert, doesn’t like reaching out to people, and a lot of creative folks
are, it can be really hard because they have to get out of their shell…I think a lot of our
success is because we engaged, we were very approachable...”
– creator, XOABAcknowledging background and personality and its influence on project success couldhelpwould-be creators in the evaluation of whether crowdfunding is the appropriate
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approach for their projects. Furthermore, it speaks to the importance of building up andpromoting various skills-based training and supports (by platforms, by organisations),which could bridge the gap of experience for some creators.
Table 27: Considerations for project creators regarding creator experience
No experience crowdfunding Experience crowdfundingConsider x Why is crowdfunding beingconsidered for this project?
x Honestly assess: is outreach,networking, pitching ideasenjoyable to you?
x What was learned from previouscrowdfunding? What can bereplicated? What needs to bereconsidered?
x Is this project equally well-suitedto crowdfunding?
Action x Learn basic social media andonline communication skills (asrelevant)
x Look to other projects(successful and unsuccessful)for guidance
x Apply project strengths fromprevious project (e.g., using sameTwitter networks forcommunication)
x Troubleshoot around previousproject weaknesses; how can thesebe avoided?
7.5 Summary
7.5.1 Minimising risk: resources and emotional energy
By addressing how to maximise project success for creators a second advantage is alsoimplied: minimising project risk. Not only can unsuccessful projects be costly to thecreator, but they can also redirect resources from other efforts, most notably creatortime and emotional energy. Creators expressed the concern that crowdfunding requiresa lot of time for the amount of funding raised, especially in comparison to other fundingmeans, such as grants:
“Once I did this Kickstarter I realised how fun it is to write grants…it is actually much less
work to write grants, to be honest, than to do a crowdfunding campaign…and it
[crowdfunding] doesn’t raise that much in terms of the amount.”
– creator, TouchKeys
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Although this creator perspective does suggest acknowledgment of certain addedbenefits of crowdfunding, it also confirms that perceived crowdfunding risks need to beaddressed against those benefits.
It is also worth acknowledging the extent to which creators described crowdfundingprojects in emotional terms. Minimising risk for creators relates to concerns of a morepersonal nature, with creators fearing negative personal impressions of failure, and thatunsuccessful projects are left up on platforms beyond the live funding:
“I was a little scared to start doing it [crowdfunding], to be honest, because I mean, I have
to make a video that you’re willing to put on the Internet that is never going to come
down…so…that for me, I think, was the most intimidating part.”
– creator, Climate for CastratorsFurthermore, as crowdfunding projects are often driven by deeply personal passions;unsuccessful projects can take a significant personal toll on their creators:
“I don’t think people realise how stressful money can be sometimes. If you don’t constantly
manage it, and it’s not constantly on your mind, then it can be really stressful. And when
you mix putting your own, putting yourself out there the way you do in Kickstarter, and
getting so much validation through money… the stress-factor can be compounded so.”
- creator, Old College Comics
7.5.2 Summary and limitationsThis chapter consolidates knowledge from preceding chapters and simultaneouslypositions it for use by creators tomaximise project success through two tiers ofunderstanding projects: underlying principles, and essential steps. The effect of creatorexperience on project results was also discussed.
Relevant questions were developed; these highlight thatmany considerations arerequired by creators but that, despite variability across projects, general points ofstrategy and execution exist. Table 28 summarises these considerations, and points to theadditional relevant tables of recommendations.
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Table 28: Chapter 7 summary of activity and issues for creators to consider
Pre-funding Pre-to-live
funding
Live funding Live-to-post
funding
Post funding Additional
information
Underlying
principles
Publiccommunication Networking;outreach tonew andexistingcontacts.
Forgingrelationships andtrust; sharingproject andcreator details;enablingverifiability;communicatingacross variety ofsites.
Prioritisingplatform activity;encouragingactiveparticipation;responding tobacker questionand promotingdiscussion.
Shifting activityoff-platform;providing regularstatus updatesboth good newsand projectchallenges.
Providingcontinuedprojectinformationand updates;showingprogress andimplementation of funds.
Table 23
TransparencyEngagement
Essential
project steps
Set timeline Establishingprojecttimeline andworkschedule;recruitinghelp, asnecessary.Evaluating theextent towhichsecondary andtertiarynetworks areinvolved.
Choosing platformand rewardsaccordingly;promoting projectwork throughmedia and socialmedia channels.
Cultivatingreciprocitythrough platformand social mediaactivity.
Delivering onrewards whilemaintainingactivecommunicationon platform andsocial media.
Sustainingreciprocitythrough longer-termcommunicationand projectinitiatives.
Table 25Table 26Social mediastrategyRewards andreciprocity
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Pre-funding Pre-to-live
funding
Live funding Live-to-post
funding
Post funding Additional
information
Creator
experience
Assessingwhether thework and styleofcrowdfundingsuits theproject andthe creator.
Developingcreator skill set, asrelevant. Capitalising ononline or offlinestrengths of thecreator or relatednetworks forpublicity and togenerate activityand participation.
Following-throughwithonline and offlineactivity.
Assessing sizeof backernetwork andconsidering on-goingopportunitiesforengagement.
Table 27
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Understanding how creators can maximise success of their projects involves aconsideration of underlying principles as well as essential project steps; Figure 76 buildson Figure 64 by adding insights to the visualisation of Chapter flow.
Figure 76: How creatorsmaximise success of crowdfunding: the flow of insights
These two categories of insights – underlying principles, and essential steps - emphasisethat some considerations are relevant to all creators. Importantly, they also reinforce theimportance of the core themes of time and community as expressed through discussionof topics such as transparency and engagement. Through unpacking these influences,creators are providedwith both questions, and actions to consider in preparation fortheir crowdfunding project.
WhichUNDERLYING
PRINCIPLES support
project success•public communication•transparency• engagement
What are the ESSENTIAL
STEPS for project success•set timeline•social media strategy•rewards and reciprocity
How can creators
MAXIMISE SUCCESS
of crowdfunding?
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8.1 IntroductionThis thesis provides a deeper, actionable understanding of how crowdfunding works byuncovering the range of crowdfunding activity and then considering how this activityrelates to project success.
This thesis reports substantial qualitative studies that provide a rich picture ofcrowdfunding. Through analysis across these studies, and by the application of existingtheory, this research presents a detailed account of the component parts ofcrowdfunding - sites of activity, types of activity, timeline, and community – and unitesthemwithin one coordinated understanding of crowdfunding.
This highlights the benefit of considering all these component parts, and the importanceof creators’ recognition of the variation and coordination of activity across a project.
Figure 77 illustrates the flow of questions across this thesis and Table 29 summarisesspecific insights from each chapter.
260
Chapter 8: Reflections and conclusions
Figure 77: Flow of core questions across this thesisThe principal categories of insights from this thesis concern:
x Financial and non-financial activity: Crowdfunding can result in a range offinancial and non-financial activities and outcomes. Although crowdfunding centreson raising funds toward a fixed financial goal, the extent to which crowdfunding isalso driven by non-financial activity is revealed, and the benefit of non-financialactivity to creators, projects, as well as other stakeholders, is discussed.
x Online and offline activity: Despite the significant online component ofcrowdfunding, offline activity is shown to be valuable to crowdfunding, as areother online sites of activity that complement the platform. In discussion of onlineand offline activity, this thesis also identifies ‘hidden’ activity that can influencecrowdfunding projects, as well as transitions between online-offline activity.
x Success: Various understandings of success are discussed, measured in terms of bothfinancial and non-financial outputs.
x Timeline: This thesis delineates the crowdfunding project timeline, describing boththe activity and the purpose behind three ‘action’ periods and two ‘transition’periods.
x Community: Crowdfunding hasmany stakeholders - creators, backers, platforms,and beneficiaries. The sociability of crowdfunding is framed through discussion ofcommunity, incorporating two components: emotional investment and behaviouralinvestment. It is by considering these components in tandem that certain activities,such as the prevalence of non-financial and backer-generated activity within
HowdoesTIMELINE
influence
crowdfunding (Ch. 5)
Howdoes
COMMUNITY affect
crowdfunding (and
vice versa) (Ch. 6)
How is crowdfunding
ACTIVITY
characterised (Ch. 4)
How can creators
maximise SUCCESS
(Ch. 7)
Howdoes
crowdfunding
WORK?
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crowdfunding, can be understood. Furthermore, the twinning of emotional andbehavioural activity helps to explain factors such as sustained involvement over time,due to a deeper investment in the project.
x Maximising success: Findings about activity and about which factors contribute toproject success are consolidated into ‘underlying principles’ and ‘essential steps’,providing guidance for creators.
Insights as they relate to the overarching questions and sub-questions structuring the corecontent chapters are further summarised in Table 29.
This remainder of this chapter presents an overview of this research, including adiscussion of significance of findings (8.2) as well as limitations (8.3). The chapterconcludes with suggestions for how this research could be developed for future work(8.4).
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Table 29: Questions and insights per chapter
HOW does crowdfunding work?
Chapter Overarching Question Sub-questions (section) Key insights derived4 How is crowdfunding
activity characterised
WHAT is the specific activity acrosscrowdfunding (4.2) x public vs. ‘hidden’ activity5 types of activity
x financial donation
x original content
x liking others' activity
x sharing content
x visitingWHERE does crowdfunding activityoccur (4.2) • on-platform• off-platform, but online
• offlineWHY, what purpose do differentactivities serve (4.3) x financialx non-financial
x focused on project
x beyond projectWHO drives crowdfunding activity(4.4) x creatorsx backers
x platforms
x beneficiaries5 How does time influence
crowdfunding
WHAT are the time periods ofcrowdfunding (5.2) x three action periods: pre, live, postx two transition periods: pre-to-live, live-to-postWHAT activity occurs per time period(5.3) x core and non-core activityx pre-funding: networking and planning
x live funding: motivating participation
x post-funding: engaging
x pre-to-live transition: publicising and preparing
x live-to-post transition: delivering on promises
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HOW does crowdfunding work?
Chapter Overarching Question Sub-questions (section) Key insights derived6 How does community
affect crowdfunding and
vice versa?
HOW is community withincrowdfunding characterised (6.2) x common cause, shared interestx emotional investment
x behavioural investment
x activity over time
x activity across sites
x financial and non-financial outputsHOWdoes community matter tocrowdfunding (6.3) x community facilitates financial and non-financialactivity
x community showcases full timeline ofcrowdfunding
x community affects financial and non-financialsuccess
x crowdfunding helps access community
x crowdfunding provides a specific rallying point forcommunity7 How can creators
maximise success of
crowdfunding
WHICH underlying principles supportproject success (7.2) x public communicationx transparency
x engagementWHAT are the essential steps forproject success (7.3) x set timelinex social media strategy
x rewards and reciprocity
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8.2 Significance of findingsAs per Macht andWeatherston (2015), the findings of this research benefit two areas:the academic community interested in better understanding crowdfunding as a field ofresearch, and the applied ‘crowdfunders’, those interested in the successful execution ofcrowdfunding projects.
For the former, this thesis builds upon themes from existing research and also identifiedwhere the empirical work driving this thesis is situatedwithin the landscape ofcrowdfunding research.
For the latter, this thesis provides empirically-grounded suggestions about how to planand execute projects. Chapter 4 provides foundational information, Chapter 5 andChapter 6 detail key factors structuring crowdfunding (time and relationships,respectively) and Chapter 7 distils this information into recommended actions.
8.2.1 Understanding crowdfunding and related research areas
This research project (2012 – 2015)was conducted at a crucial juncture incrowdfunding’s development: crowdfundingwas in its nascent stage when researchbegan, and has developed rapidly over the intervening years.
The scale, detail, and longer-term research process of doctoral work implies that thisthesis can serve as an important foundational source about crowdfunding activity andrelated themes, such as timeline and community.
Additionally, using qualitative approaches, this thesis obtained detailed perspectivesdirectly from creators. In so doing, implicit creator knowledge wasmade explicit, andthemesmore challenging to uncover through quantitative work – the influence of time,and the value of community, for instance – were revealed. These contributions help notonly to understand crowdfunding, but also to structure future research approaches anddirections.
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Community is an essential component of crowdfunding, and an important potentialcontributor to a project’s success due to the correlation between community andengaged, sustained project participation (Chapters 5 and 7). In revealing crowdfunding’ssocial component, and the importance of elements such as social networks to projectsuccess, this research could help inform continued research into areas such as socialmedia strategy, as well as online and offline community. The nature of crowdfunding,featuring interactions across various stakeholders, and through use of a range oftechnology, also serves as a valuable case for discussion within the context of socialcomputing. No work prior to this thesis brings together the language and concepts ofcommunity within crowdfunding with any detail.
8.2.2 Supporting project creators
In understanding crowdfunding through its activity as well as the categories ofstakeholders involved, this thesis makes the implicit contributors to past projectsuccesses explicit.
This thesis assists creators in twoways:
First, it provides creators, or would-be creators, with information about crowdfunding,its work, its stakeholders, and its timeline. Making details of the crowdfunding projectexplicit, especially information that would not likely be accessible to first-time projectcreators (e.g., range of sites of activity including ‘hidden’ activity, the periods ofcrowdfunding that precede and follow the live funding period and specific purposes toeach), could help creators assess suitability of crowdfunding for their projects, andanticipate the work required (Chapters 4, 5, 6).
Second, this thesis uncovers underlying principles and essential steps to help guidecreators through the project process. It emphasises the extent to which crowdfundingactivity is varied across the project timeline. It interprets the observations intorecommendations about how tomaximise success (Chapter 7).
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Both research showing that creators are often surprised by the extent to whichcrowdfunding is work-intensive (Hui et al., 2012) and statistics illustrating the extent towhich project success rates can be improved, point to need for and utility of suchempirically-grounded guidance .
8.3 Limitations
The introductory chapter (Chapter 1) and the review of research across thecrowdfunding landscape (Chapter 2) both provide details to emphasise the scope of thisresearch and place it in context. Limitations of this research were also discussed in thecontext ofmethodology (Chapter 3) and creator recommendations (Chapter 7).
Due to the continually developing nature of crowdfunding, the generalisability andrelevance of this research to future iterations of crowdfunding are impossible toestablish. Nevertheless, the creators and their projects represent variety in terms of size,type and other project specifics, as well geographic and platform distribution. The extentto which the core insights of this thesis emerged as themes across themajority ofinterviews coded using thematic analysis suggests representativeness across theresearch sample.
In lieu of generalisability – discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.8.1 – findings of thisresearch are consistent with the notion of a working hypothesis, which simultaneouslyestablishes that findings are derived from a specific research context, but also recognisesthat findingsmay be applicable to other cases or demographics (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Aworking hypothesis is assessed by its transferability, a metric that relies on “congruencebetween sending and receiving contexts” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p.124).This transferability depends on the ability to assess both research contexts: the contextof this research as well as the context to which the hypothesis might be transferred. Tothat end, this thesis has endeavoured to provide detail of scope, parameters of research,and methodological detail to aid in readers’ full assessment of this research context andto help evaluate its potential transferability.
Three further challenges to the findings include:1. The rate at which crowdfunding is changing. Much growth occurredwithin thefield of crowdfunding during the research timeline (2012 – 2015). The findings refer
Chapter 8: Reflections and conclusions
267
particularly to this time period, and to the platforms and geographic areas represented bythe creators and the projects profiled. It is impossible to establish long-term relevance ofthese findings given the rate at which crowdfunding continues to evolve.
2. The specific nature of crowdfunding stakeholders. This research focuses oncreators through semi-structured interviews, and conclusions are also interpretedfor creators. However, research cannot control for the specific nature of thesecreators. As detailed in Chapter 7, crowdfunding does not suit all projects, or everypersonality type. If the creator, or the creator’s project, does not represent a goodfit for crowdfunding, the findings from this thesis may not help.
In addition, the creators featured in this research were overwhelmingly American,British, and Canadian: different cultures and economic environments couldconceivably influence application of findings and successful execution ofcrowdfunding projects. Furthermore, Kickstarter was themost represented platformwithin this research. Although references to specific features from other platformswere included (e.g., civic crowdfunding platforms in Chapter 6), the findingsmay notapply to all reward-based crowdfunding platforms.
3. The focus on crowdfunding success. There are possible disadvantages tocrowdfunding, which were addressed onlyminimally in this thesis. Crowdfundinghas been criticised in response to unsuccessful projects and unsatisfied backers. Forexample, several high-profile large-scale crowdfunding projects have been thesubjects of backer disgruntlement. Oculus Rift, a project hosted on Kickstarter,generated significant negative press when the company was sold to Facebook and thepublic was left questioning the degree to which project creators are accountable tobackers57. Projects that fail to deliver rewards to backers generated significantquestions about creator trustworthiness and the role of platforms in enforcingfollow-through.
57OculusRift(https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/1523379957/oculus-rift-step-into-the-game)hasgenerated a significant amount of press, both during and long after live funding:(http://www.indiewire.com/article/the-crowdfunding-backlash-what-do-you-owe-your-backers)
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TheWall Street Journal applied the term “social backlash” (Gamerman, 2013) inrelation to crowdfunding to describe the uncomfortable social pressure to donate toan increasing number of crowdfunding projects launched by friends, family andcolleagues. Although negative aspects of crowdfunding are beyond the current scopeof this research, this thesis does acknowledge that backersmay become susceptibleto market saturation or crowdfunding ‘burn-out’ as the field grows.
Despite acknowledging that crowdfunding could generate negative sentiments, ormay not be an appropriate choice for all projects or project creators, this thesisfocuses on an understanding of how crowdfunding works, and guidelines for itssupport for those choosing to use it.
8.4 Directions for futurework
The two principal directions for future work include expanding the research andapplying the findings. .
8.4.1 Expanding the research
Futurework in terms of expanding research includes:1. Tracing the longer-term effects of crowdfunding;2. Incorporating the perspective of unsuccessful projects;3. Adding precision to communitywithin crowdfunding, and validating its influence onprojects, and;4. Expanding the list of underlying principles and essential steps for success.
1. Tracing the longer-term effects of crowdfunding: given the evolving nature of thefield, there is limited research into the longer-term effects of the crowdfundingprocess and what happens to creators, projects, and stakeholders beyond livefunding. Although this thesis uncovers the five time periods of crowdfunding withdetail (Chapter 5), future research could continue to assess the lasting effects ofcrowdfunding. This could be researched from various perspectives; whethersuccessful creators launch subsequent projects, the nature of the relationships
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between the crowdfunding community over the longer term, and financial and non-financial points of engagement and strategy.
2. Incorporating the perspective of unsuccessful projects: as discussed in Section8.3, a limitation of the findings of this thesis is that unsuccessful projects did notfeature prominently in this research. Although this thesis takes a positive view ofcrowdfunding and encouragesmaximising success, Chapter 7 mentions a relatedfactor; namely, minimising risk. Incorporating unsuccessful projects into futureresearch could add breadth to research, confirm the representativeness of findings,and contribute to an understanding of both success and risk within crowdfunding.
3. Adding precision to community within crowdfunding, and validating its
influence on projects: this is recommended both to better understandcrowdfunding, and to better execute crowdfunding projects.
Chapter 6 represents the theoretical contribution of this thesis, defining communitywithin the context of crowdfunding. However, at this juncture, all existing researchreferencing community within crowdfunding looks to other online communityresearch. The tacit assumption is that online community research is transferable tocrowdfunding. This remains to be confirmed.
Additional work is also required to develop a precise classification for theidentification of community within crowdfunding. The ability to identify communitywould be an advantage to creators, as it points to possible sources of financial andnon-financial participation in a project. Identifying community could also informquestions such as where to target communications, or who to engage for longer-termactivity. Although Chapter 6 begins this discussion, continued work on theidentification and, ultimately, the support andmaintenance, of communitywould bevaluable. Further research would also benefit from the inclusion of backers, as thisresearch understands community exclusively from a creator perspective.
Finally, additional research as well as testing is required on a larger scale to confirmand validate what this thesis suggests: that community positively influences
Chapter 8: Reflections and conclusions
270
crowdfunding projects and that crowdfunding can also positively influencecommunity.
4. Expanding the list of underlying principles and essential steps for success. Theunderlying principles and essential steps for project success described in Chapter 7represent strongest findings from the projects included in this research. However,this list cannot claim to be comprehensive. Further research is warranted both tovalidate proposed findings from Chapter 7 with a larger sample of projects, as well asto contribute additional principles and steps important to the crowdfunding process.
8.4.2 Applying the findings
Futurework in the form of application of findings could include:1. Testing theworking hypotheses presented;2. Considering relevancy of findings to platforms.
1. Testing the working hypotheses presented. This thesis had neither the timeframenor the scope to test the working hypotheses presented in Chapter 7. Testing in theform of validating findings from this thesis as well as expanding reach of applicationthrough a larger research sample would both be beneficial.
Future research should engage with the discussion of underlying principles andessential steps on success through organising focus groups with creators, applyingthese ideas to the execution of future projects, and considering their incorporationwithin crowdfunding research on a larger scale, whichwould include a greaternumber of creator perspectives. Over the longer term, future work could observe theapplication of hypotheses by creators, and assess the influence of these hypotheseson project success, both financial and non-financial.
2. Considering relevancy of findings to platforms. Although this thesis focuses on thecreator perspective, platforms themselves are a suitable site for the implementationof findings through design and supports. Although design testing is beyond the scopeof this thesis, creator recommendations from Chapter 7 could be used in future workto pivot towards other stakeholder or platform guidelines.
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This thesis illustrates ways in which platform features impact how creators andbackers experience a project (Chapter 4.4.3). Platforms could be influenced by thesisinsights by:
x Extending platform support and space along the timeline: platforms aredevelopingways to keep activity centred on the platform beyond live funding, inthe form of the platform as an e-commerce site, or just as a place to continue withupdates. These features (e.g., Indiegogo’s InDemand; Kickstarter’s Spotlight)enable lasting discussion, revision of existing information, and posting of newinformation. However, there are no platforms that encourage activity in advanceof live funding. Being able to circulate project links prior to funding, to build up apage (visually, with videos, etc.) could be a good place to have people coming tothe platform for news even in advance of the opportunity to contribute financially
x Encouraging non-financial activity as well as financial activity, and enabling
its coordination through the platform: recognizing the value of non-financialadvantages of crowdfunding, platforms could help with:
o Volunteer coordination;
o In-kind gifts;
o Coordination of meet-ups and other social activities on the platform that arenot exclusively funding-focused.Although some of these features already exist on specific platforms, they are notwidespread, and future work could consider their value across projects moregenerally.
x Supporting networking: social components such as networking, social media,and emotional engagement are common to the successful projects studied as partof this research. In response, platforms could adopt amore active role inidentifying networks, as well as supporting networking on-site (e.g., options to‘save’ profiles, to message peoplewith registered profiles on the platform, etc.).Furthermore, platforms could identify projects and creators sharing an interest oraim, in order to facilitate support and mentorship across creators and projects. Inthe case of platforms exclusively supporting a specific sub-type of project,platforms could foster success by building communities of peoplewith specificexpertise, (e.g., civic platforms serving as a connection point between creators,government, public-private institutions, andmedia).
Chapter 8: Reflections and conclusions
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x Facilitating training: although most crowdfunding platforms provide creatorswith guides to crowdfunding and employ support teams to assist with queries,there remains an opportunity formore proactive creator training and supportfrom platforms. Activities such as webinars ormaster classes featuring successfulformer creators could introduce creators to valuable crowdfunding information.
Crowdfunding is a field that is both growing and continuing to evolve. This thesisrepresents an important step in understanding how crowdfunding works through thelens of its activity. Through this approach, this research has catalogued activity,uncovered themes common across projects, and proposed actionable suggestions in theform of working hypotheses: insights valuable to both crowdfunding researchers andproject creators.
273
Glossary
Glossary
ACTIVITYActivitywithin the context of crowdfunding is any action, online or offline, that caninfluence crowdfunding outcomes, including direct influences on the funding goal (e.g.,the action of donatingmoney and contributing to a project’s funding goal) or broaderinfluences on the project process (e.g., social action that helps engage a wider audience,resulting in a larger support base for the project). Activity can occur at any point alongthe crowdfunding timeline, online or offline, and can be financial or non-financial innature.Related:
COREACTIVITYCore activity is activity that themajority of crowdfunding projects incorporate,and that research has identified as critical to crowdfunding success.
HIDDENACTIVITYHidden activity is activity that contributes to crowdfunding results, but that isneither public nor observable. Within the context of this thesis, hidden activity isgenerally initiated by the project creator.
NON-CORE ACTIVITYNon-core activity is activity that research has identified as less critical to thesuccess of a crowdfunding project. This is included on a case-by-case basis perproject and – though it may serve one project very well – is not generalisable asactivity core to crowdfunding success.
BACKERA backer is a member of the ‘crowd’ supporting a specific crowdfunding project. Supportcan be financial (providing funds) or non-financial (providing publicity or other projectsupport). Backers can be known to creators in advance of the project, or be unknownmembers of the public. ‘Backer’ is used in this thesis in lieu of ‘funder’ in order to includethose who contribute to a project through non-financial means.
BENEFICIARYA beneficiary is an individual who benefits from the output of the crowdfunding project,but who is not a backer. Beneficiaries aremost common in the case of civic and socialgood crowdfunding projects, where those groups able to fund and support the project(backers) are distinct from those having a need for the goods or services that thesuccessful project could provide (beneficiaries).
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COMMUNITYCommunity within crowdfunding is the linking of people with a common cause or sharedinterest. This linking is expressed through emotional as well as behavioural investment.Community within crowdfunding can exist wholly online, or both online and offline overthe timeline of a project. Community activity can contribute both financially and non-financially to projects.Related:
ACTIVE COMMUNITYActive community refers to groups pre-dating the crowdfunding project who havechannels in place through which they are already communicating andcoordinating activity.
DORMANT COMMUNITYDormant community refers to groups that have the potential to display thecharacteristics and undertake the activity common to community, but that areinactive, or have never been active, preceding crowdfunding (Stiver et al., 2015a,2015b).
CREATORA creator is the initiator of a crowdfunding project. The creator is directly responsible forthe execution of the project and for beginning, as well as monitoring, its activity.The creator is often a single individual, but a project can also have creators: severalindividuals, a larger team, group, company or institution. In the case of largerorganisations, the ‘creator’ is often the special events, communications or social mediamanager.
CROWDFUNDINGCrowdfunding is an online process throughwhich a project creator funds a projectthrough incremental donations from a ‘crowd’ of backers. This process is often achievedbymeans of an online crowdfunding platform, and supplemented by social media andother non-financial activity. Offline elements, such as promotional events, are alsofrequently present.
CIVIC CROWDFUNDINGCivic crowdfunding is sub-type of reward-based crowdfundingwhereby citizenscontribute to funding community-based projects ranging from physical structuresto amenities. Civic crowdfunding projects often are executed in collaboration withlocal governments and feature public, shared outputs (e.g., community garden,swimming pool) (Stiver et al., 2015a).
DEBTCROWDFUNDINGDebt crowdfunding is a type of crowdfunding model through which backers lendmoney to creators, who then repay that money over time.
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EQUITY CROWDFUNDINGEquity crowdfunding is a type of crowdfundingmodel through which backersbecome investors, and their financial contributions give them shares – or equity –in the creator’s company
REWARD-BASEDCROWDFUNDINGReward-based crowdfunding is a type of crowdfunding model characterised byawarding a symbolic ‘reward’ to backers in return for their contribution.‘Reward’ can appear in many different forms across reward-based crowdfunding:physical or intangible; individual or collective; one-time or incrementallydistributed.
CROWDSOURCINGCrowdsourcing is a process through which action is outsourced to the skills of anundefined ‘crowd’ (Howe, 2006). Crowdfunding is a specific type of crowdsourcing.
FUNDINGGOALThe funding goal is the amount of money the creator aims to raise for their projectthrough crowdfunding.
LIVEFUNDINGLive funding is the time period during which a project is actively collecting fundstowards its goal. Most rewards-based platforms limit the time allowed for this period.E.g., Kickstarter live funding for projects is capped at 60 days’ length
PLATFORMA crowdfunding platform is a designated online site that hosts crowdfunding projects.This site is where creators post project information, and backers donate funds. Platformsare generally linkedwith a third party payment processor (e.g., PayPal, WePay) andinclude features such as comments sections and embedded social media.Related:
GENERALPLATFORMA general crowdfunding platform is one that accommodatesmany different typesof projects, e.g., Indiegogo and Kickstarter.
SPECIALISEDPLATFORMA specialised crowdfunding platform is one that hosts only projects of a certaintype, e.g., Citizinvestor, Experiment, Hubbub.
PROJECTA project is the term for each individual crowdfunding initiative. A project has a specificaim, is initiated by a creator, obtains funds and support from backers and, typically,makes use of a designated crowdfunding platform. A project collects funds during thelive funding period.
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STAKEHOLDERA stakeholder is any individual with a vested interest in the success of crowdfunding.Within this thesis, crowdfunding stakeholders include: backers, creators, crowdfundingplatforms, and project beneficiaries.
TIMELINETimeline refers to a progression, a chronology, of crowdfunding activity that is commonacross all crowdfunding projects. Time in this case does not refer to a fixed amount, or toa set schedule. This thesis identifies five distinct periods to the crowdfunding timeline –three action (pre-funding, live funding, post-funding) and two transition (pre-to-live andlive-to-post)periods.
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Appendix 1: Semi-structured interview project details
Social media abbreviations as
used throughout the appendices
G+ Google+
FB Facebook
I Instagram
P Pinterest
Tu Tumblr
Tw Twitter
V Vimeo
Y YouTube
Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
1. Adopt A Bee
Platform No designated platform: https://vimeo.com/109194664
Project type Social good
Successful Y
Ask / raised (Approximately) 20,000 euro (amount unsure due to technical glitch)
#backer Over 5,000
Social media and
websites
None
2. Alien Invaders
Platform Rockethub: https://www.rockethub.com/projects/11819-alien-invaders-armed-and-dangerous
Project type Research (#SciFundChallenge)
Successful Y
Ask / raised 600 / 600 USD
#backer 14
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
Social media and
websites
FB Personal pageTw https://twitter.com/lorenamsmithWebsite http://sites.bio.indiana.edu/~reynoldslab/
3. The Beez Kneez
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/thebeezkneez/revive-the-hive-with-the-beez-kneez-honey-house
Project type Social good
Successful Y
Ask / raised 35,000 / 39,960 USD
#backer 828
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/TheBeezKneezDeliveryTw https://twitter.com/BeezKneezHoneyV https://vimeo.com/62470078Website http://www.thebeezkneezdelivery.com
4. A Climate for Castrators
Platform Rockethub: http://www.rockethub.com/projects/7476-a-climate-for-castrators
Project type Research (#SciFundChallenge)
Successful Y
Ask / raised 1,200 / 1,231 USD
#backer 28
Social media and
websites
FB Personal pageTw https://twitter.com/alysssssssgY https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v4iLDKE7pYc
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
5. Connecting Blind ChildrenWith Tech
Platform Citizinvestor: http://www.citizinvestor.com/project/connecting-blind-children-with-tech
Project type Civic (/social good)
Successful Y
Ask / raised 6,480 / 6,480 USD
#backer 47
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/techgoeshome/Tw https://twitter.com/TechGoesHomeV https://vimeo.com/51301930Y https://www.youtube.com/user/TechGoesHome
6. Crosswalk Flags
Platform ioby: https://www.ioby.org/project/crosswalk-flags
Project type Civic
Successful Y
Ask / raised 543 / 543 USD
#backer 21
Social media and
websites
FB personal page
7. Eat Mac and Cheese! Homeroom
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/664530000/eat-mac-and-cheese-0
Project type Food
Successful Y
Ask / raised 7,000 / 7,646 USD
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
#backer 98
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/Homeroom510Tw https://twitter.com/homeroom510
8. Farm to Food Desert
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/cwrufarm/farm-to-food-desert
Project type Food (/social good)
Successful Y
Ask / raised 32,091 / 34,514 USD
#backer 204
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/CWRUFarm/Tw https://twitter.com/cwrufarm
9. FingerSurfing
Platform Kickstarter:https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/917665757/fingersurfing?ref=nav_search
Project type New product
Successful Y
Ask / raised 15,000 / 21,742 USD
#backer 841
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/fingersurfers/I https://www.instagram.com/fingersurfers/Tw https://twitter.com/TokeLotzWebsite http://www.fingersurfers.com
10.HiSBE
Platform Buzzbnk: https://www.buzzbnk.org/hisbe
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
Project type Social good
Successful Y
Ask / raised 30,000 / 30,820 GBP
#backer 338
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/hiSbeFood/P https://uk.pinterest.com/hisbefood/Tw https://twitter.com/hiSbe_FoodWebsite http://hisbe.co.uk
11. HomicideWatch
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/1368665357/a-one-year-student-reporting-lab-within-homicide-w?ref=nav_search
Project type Social good
Successful Y
Ask / raised 40,000 / 47,450 USD
#backer 1,110
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/Homicide-Watch-DC-121936297867647/Tw https://twitter.com/homicidewatchWebsite http://homicidewatch.org
12.Kollektiv Gallery (2 crowdfunding projects; one in progress at time of interview so detail not provided)
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/kollektivgallery/kollektivs-first-ever-gallery
Project type Arts
Successful Y
Ask / raised 3,500 / 3,615 GBP
#backer 86
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/kollektivgallery/Tw https://twitter.com/kollektiv_V https://vimeo.com/77131673
13. Lucia
Platform No designated platform: http://pawantheactor.com/?page_id=1653
Project type Arts
Successful Y
Ask / raised 5,100,000 RS
#backer Over 100
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/luciathefilm/Tw https://twitter.com/projectluciaWebsite https://twitter.com/projectlucia
14.MyHealthEd
Platform Microryza (now Experiment): https://experiment.com/projects/myhealthed
Project type Research
Successful Y
Ask / raised 25,000 / 25,129 USD
#backer 245
Social media and
websites
FB Personal pageTw https://twitter.com/myhealthedncWebsite http://myhealthed.github.io/myHealthEd/index.html
15. Of Monks andMen
Platform Experiment: https://experiment.com/projects/of-monks-and-men-how-medieval-construction-brought-monasteries-and-lay-communities-together
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
Project type Research
Successful Y
Ask / raised 2,350 / 2,350 USD
#backer 21
Social media and
websites
FB Personal pageTu http://monksandmen.tumblr.comTw https://twitter.com/monksandmen
16.Old College Comics (2 projects)
Platform Kickstarter and Indiegogo:https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/oldcollegecomics/old-college-comics-presents-a-comic-anthology
Project type Arts
Successful Y (both)
Ask / raised Kickstarter: 2,000 / 2,274 USDIndiegogo: 3,000 / 3,510 USD
#backer K: 60I: 57
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/OldCollegeComicsTw https://twitter.com/oldcollegecomicWebsite http://oldcollegecomics.com
17.Oranjezicht
Platform Thundafund: https://www.thundafund.com/ozcf
Project type Food (social good)
Successful Y
Ask / raised 10,000 / 30,950 ZAR
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
#backer 58
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/OZCFarm/Tw https://twitter.com/ozcfarm
18.Puppy Protectors
Platform WWF’s own Earth Hour Blue crowdfunding platform:https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kfxgZ5A67s0
Project type Social good
Successful N
Ask / raised 43,571 / 3,234 USD
#backer 93
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/earthhourG+ https://plus.google.com/+EarthHourI https://www.instagram.com/earthhourofficial/P https://uk.pinterest.com/earthhour/Tu http://earthhour.tumblr.comTw https://twitter.com/earthhour
19.Sarvari (2 crowdfunding projects)
Platform Buzzbnk: https://www.buzzbnk.org/sarvari
Project type Social good
Successful Y (both)
Ask / raised 1: 10,000 / 10,020 GBP2: 20,000 / 41,945 GBP
#backer 1: 1462: 193
Social media and FB https://www.facebook.com/sarpopotatoes
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
websites Tw https://twitter.com/sarpoukWebsite http://sarpo.co.uk/home/
20. Seahorses (2 crowdfunding projects)
Platform Experiment and Rockethub: https://experiment.com/projects/searching-for-seahorses-sustainability
Project type Research (#SciFundChallenge)
Successful Y (both)
Ask / raised 1: Rockethub 2,400 / 2,701 USD2: Experiment 2,400 / 3,040 USD
#backer 1: 632: 36
Social media and
websites
FB Personal pageTw https://twitter.com/l_aylesworth
21.Smoothe Operator
Platform Indiegogo: https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/smoothe-operator-smoothie-juice-truck#/story
Project type Food
Successful Y
Ask / raised 13,000 / 13,026 CAD
#backer 81
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/SmootheOpI https://www.instagram.com/smoothe_op/Tw https://twitter.com/smoothe_opWebsite http://smootheoperator.com
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
22. SomervilleMobile Farmers’ Market
Platform Citizinvestor: http://www.citizinvestor.com/project/somerville-mobile-farmers-market
Project type Civic
Successful Y
Ask / raised 3,240 / 3,240 USD
#backer 62
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/shapeupsomervilleTw https://twitter.com/shapeupsvilleWebsite http://www.somervillema.gov/departments/health/sus
23.Sprint for Shakespeare
Platform No designated platform: http://shakespeare.bodleian.ox.ac.uk
Project type Arts
Successful Y
Ask / raised 20,000 / 20,000 GBP
#backer 1,000
Social media and
websites
Blog http://shakespeare.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/blog/FB https://www.facebook.com/bodleianlibrariesTw Personal page
24. Stevenson Square
Platform Spacehive: https://www.spacehive.com/stevensonsquaregreenmakeover
Project type Civic
Successful Y
Ask / raised 39,211 / 39,170 GBP (due to in-kind donations more than the ask was raised)
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Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
#backer 77
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/RedRoseForest/Tw https://twitter.com/redroseforestWebsite http://www.redroseforest.co.uk
25.Surviving on the Savanna
Platform Experiment: https://experiment.com/projects/surviving-on-the-savanna-how-do-traits-predict-tree-success
Project type Research
Successful Y
Ask / raised 3,000 / 3,170 USD
#backer 32
Social media and
websites
FB Personal pageTw https://twitter.com/kealasc
26. Touchkeys
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/instrumentslab/touchkeys-multi-touch-musical-keyboard
Project type New product
Successful Y
Ask / raised 30,000 / 46,682 GBP
#backer 198
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/Touchkeys-Multi-Touch-Keyboard-326325434169118/Google group https://groups.google.com/forum/#!forum/touchkeysTw https://twitter.com/instrumentslab
Appendix 1: Semi-structured interview project details
300
Creator interviews (n = 28) featured in research through semi-structured interviewsY https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCad1IRAVR2klHEtNoS4TsaA
27.XOAB
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/ricklevine/xoab-socks-done-right
Project type New product
Successful Y
Ask / raised 30,000 / 98,895 USD
#backer 1,220
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/xoabsocksPTw https://twitter.com/xoabsocksY https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sAvlEBNyUJAV https://vimeo.com/xoabWebsite https://www.xoab.us
28.You Should Totally Meet
*semi-structured interview AND project monitoring
Platform Indiegogo: https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/you-should-totally-meet-the-mobile-app-that-makes-online-dating-social
Project type New product
Successful N
Ask / raised 25,000 / 12,786 CAD
#backer 94
Social media and
websites
FB https://apps.facebook.com/You Should Totally Meet/Tw https://twitter.com/TotallyMeetY https://www.youtube.com/user/You Should Totally Meet
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Social media abbreviations as
used throughout the appendices
G+ Google+
FB Facebook
I Instagram
P Pinterest
Tu Tumblr
Tw Twitter
V Vimeo
Y YouTube
Projects monitored (n = 4) featured in research through semi-structured interviews
1. Canary in a Coal Mine
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/959776320/canary-in-a-coal-mine
Project type Arts
Successful Y
Ask / raised 50,000 / 212,962 USD
#backer 2,593
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/canaryfilm/G+ https://plus.google.com/+canaryinacoalminefilmTu http://canaryfilm.tumblr.com
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Projects monitored (n = 4) featured in research through semi-structured interviewsTw https://twitter.com/canaryfilm?lang=en-gbY https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6qt7dyl4F_MXMpHPHPJtIwWebsite http://www.canaryinacoalminefilm.com
2. Defying Dementia
Platform Just Giving: http://www.justgiving.com/defyingdementia
Project type Research
Successful N
Ask / raised 80,000 / 52,960.16 GBP
#backer 320
Social media and
websites
FB https://www.facebook.com/DefyingDementia/Tw https://twitter.com/defydementialuY https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCPUYmu8xJNJkL43s34Svn2wWebsite http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/defyingdementia/
3. Reactive Grip
Platform Kickstarter: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/tacticalhaptics/reactive-griptm-touch-feedback-for-vr-and-video-ga
Project type New product
Successful N
Ask / raised 175,000 / 89,766 USD
#backer 497
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Social media and
websites
Blog http://tacticalhaptics.com/blogFB https://www.facebook.com/TacticalHapticsTw https://twitter.com/TacticalHapticsY https://www.youtube.com/user/TacticalHapticsWebsite http://tacticalhaptics.com
4. You Should Totally Meet
Platform Indiegogo: https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/you-should-totally-meet-the-mobile-app-that-makes-online-dating-social
Project type New product
Successful N
Ask / raised 25,000 / 12,786
#backer 94
Social media and
websites
FB https://apps.facebook.com/You Should Totally Meet/Tw https://twitter.com/TotallyMeetY https://www.youtube.com/user/You Should Totally Meet

Appendix 3: Semi-structured interview protocol
(creators)The following list of questions is not exhaustive, but is representative of questions askedduring semi-structured interviewswith project creators:
x Tell me about your project, how did your project come about?
x How did you first learn about crowdfunding?
x Did you consider other funding channels?
x Whatmade you choose crowdfunding for your project(s)?
x Which crowdfunding platform did you use?
o How did you decide on that particular crowdfunding platform?
o Was the platform easy to use? Tell me about what you liked/did not like?
• Which platform feature did you use themost?
• Where did you interact most with backers?
o Did you ask the platform for help with anything? Did you make use of anyplatform supports (e.g., online help, platform community manager)?
o Were there any elements that youwish the site had, but didn’t?
o How do you decide on the incentives / non-financial rewards to extend toyour funders?
x How did you learn how to set up your crowdfunding project?
o Did you look to other crowdfunding projects? (on the same platform, onothers)
o Have you backed other crowdfunding projects?
o Did you communicate with other creators? (online, offline)
• If yes, howwere these creators identified?
o How long did you prepare for the crowdfunding project?
o What was the “pre-launch” schedule and workload?
x For a future campaign, would you do things similarly?
x Did you have an identified audience who you were targeting for funding?
o If yes, howwas this group identified?
o If no, who were you anticipating would fund your project?
x Where (online, offline) beyond the crowdfunding platform did you publicise yourproject?
o How successful was this?
o Whowas involvedwith this?
o How did you know to do this? 305
306
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o Why did you choose the sites you did?
o Whichweremost successful? Why?
x Have there been any challenges to crowdfunding?
x Have there been any unanticipated surprises (positive or negative)?
x Are there any particularly active people on your crowdfunding project?
o Do you personally know the most active funders to your project?
o Whenwas there themost project activity on your project?
x What was your project audience like pre-crowdfunding? Post-crowdfunding?
x (If project completed) Did you reach your financial minimum?
o If yes, why do you think the project was financially successful?
o If no, why do you think the project wasn’t financially successful?
x (If project completed) how regularly do you revisit your project site on thecrowdfunding platform?
x What are your short-term and longer-term hopes for your project? How doescrowdfunding fit with, or help address, these aims?
x Would you crowdfund again?
x Is there anything else that you’d like to tell me about crowdfunding and yourexperiences?
